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FRIDAY, MAY 20, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 3110, 
New Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Also present: Senator Ernest Gruening (Alaska). 

Staff member present: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, professional staff 
member. 

Senator Anperson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The hearing this morning relates to S. 2640 to provide for inclu- 
sion of the Mid-State unit, Nebraska, in the Missouri River Basin 
project which was authorized in the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

The subcommittee is sitting at the request of Senator Curtis of 
Nebraska, a sponsor of the bill with Senator Hruska. 

A previous bill, 8. 1529, was sponsored by the Nebraska Senators 
and hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Rec- 
lamation on April 29, 1959. S. 1529 provided for a partnership ar- 
rangement between the United States and the Mid-State irrigation 
interests under which a loan would be made to the Mid-State organiza- 
tion for the construction of the physical works of the Mid-State unit. 
It seems to have been apparent that this arrangement was unacceptable 
to the committees of both Houses of Congress and the congressional 
sponsors of the project introduced S. 2640 to provide for inclusion of 
the Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. 

The transcript of the hearings held on S. 1529 on April 29, 1959, 
will be incorporated in the record by reference. The printed hearings 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of 
Representatives on three House bills relating to this project, held 
on April 27-28 and June 23, will also be incorporated in a record 
by reference. The Secretary of the Interior, the Honorable Fred A. 
Seaton, by letter of April 20, 1960, to the chairman of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs recommended enactment of the bill. 
The Bureau of the Budget, however, raises some questions about the 
allocations to flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation. 

S. 2640 and departmental reports on this bill will be inserted in 
the record. 

1 
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(S. 2640 and the reports follow :) 


[S. 2640, 86th Cong., Ist sess. ] 


A BILL To provide for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River 
Basin project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United State 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Missouri River Basin project, here. 
tofore authorized by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 891) 
as amended and supplemented, is herebly modified to include the Nebraska Miq. 
State unit for the principal purposes of furnishing a surface irrigation water 
supply for approximately 140,000 acres of land, aiding in the replenishment of 
the supply of ground water for domestic and agricultural uses; flood contro}: 
the conservation and development of fish and wildlife; and the production of 
hydroelectric power. The principal works of said unit shall consist of a diver. 
sion dam on the Platte River, a main supply canal, an interconnected reseryoir 
system, hydroelectric power facilities, floodways and necessary pumps, draing 
canals, laterals, distribution facilities and related works, including, on a nop. 
reimbursable basis, minimum, basic recreational facilities. The Nebraska Mi¢. 
State unit shall be integrated, physically and financially, with the other Federa] 
works in the Missouri River Basin constructed or authorized to be constructed 
under the comprehensive plans approved by section 9 of the Act of December 29 
1944, as amended and supplemented. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington D.C., April 20, 1969. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurrkAyY: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 2640, a bill “To provide for the inclusion of the Nebraska 
Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project.” 

We recommend the enactment of this measure. 

It is the purpose of S. 2640 to include the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the 
Missouri River Basin project so that the construction, operation and mainte 
nance of the proposed Mid-State development may be undertaken by this De 
partment and be integrated, physically and financially, with the other Federal 
works of the Missouri River Basin project. 

Our legislative report to your committee dated April 24, 1959, on S. 1529, a 
previous proposal in this Congress regarding the development, supported the 
construction of a multiple-purpose project to serve the lands within the bound 
aries of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District. In that legislative re 
port and that of June 19, 1958, on 8S. 3297, 85th Congress, we commented in 
detail on the physical plan described in the Mid-State project report, dated 
April 25, 1958, which was prepared for the District by consulting engineers 
employed by it. 

Representatives of this Department have had opportunity over a period of 
years to confer with the district and its consulting engineers regarding the 
project plan, and our general agreement upon the physical plan of the project 
was confirmed by the testimony of the Department’s witnesses in the hearing 
conducted by the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs during the 
first session of the current Congress. 

Should the Congress enact legislation along the lines of S. 2640, we would 
expect to construct the unit substantially in accordance with the physical plan 
in the project report, except as detailed studies in connection with the prepara 
tion of a definite plan report, which is to be undertaken after authorization, 
might indicate the desirability of making minor modifications in any of the 
project features. 

There is attached as part of this legislative report a financial evaluation state 
ment on the Mid-State development as a proposed unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. Within the limitations of the basic data available, the same 
criteria were used in the attached statement as those which are normally used 
by the Bureau of Reclamation in the evaluation of the economic justification and 
financial feasibility of units of the Missouri River Basin project. 
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You will note that the evaluation statement refers to a letter to the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs concerning methods used to evaluate 
fish and wildlife benefits and to determine the cost allocation as contained in 
the district’s report of April 1958. In addition to that letter, which was dated 
September 2, 1959, the Department furnished to that committee a letter of 
November 10, 1059, giving further information on these benefits and indicating our 
approval of the evaluation methods used. Copies of these letters are attached. 
We also pointed out that the computation of the cost allocation to fish and wild- 
life was made by precisely the same method as the allocations to irrigation and 
flood control. 

The evaluation statement is based upon a total cost estimate of $81,467,000 
which corresponds to a rounded cost estimate of $81,500,000 used in our previous 
report to your committee and testimony of departmental witnesses. Water user 
payments and conservancy district revenues will pay all operation, maintenance, 
and replacement costs. Within a 40-year period, $30,763,800, or 59 percent, of 
the nearly $52 million irrigation allocation will be repaid by the district. The 
palance of about $21.2 million would, in the event repayment arrangements with 
the water users are not extended beyond the end of the 40-year contract period, 
be recovered from basinwide power revenues. 

As with all other irrigation units of the Missouri River Basin project, the 
repayment arrangements with the district will be reanalyzed when the 40-year 
repayment contract period ends. 

As to the effect of authorization and construction of the Mid-State unit on 
Missouri River Basin project power revenues, we offer this information: 

The most recent economic analysis (December 1958) of the authorized Missouri 
River Basin project indicates that surplus power revenues will be available in 
sufficient amounts to retire this additional obligation. The study shows that the 
last power facility will be in operation by the year 2000 and that the commercial 
power investment will be paid out by the year 2022. Thereafter some $32 million 
annually of net power revenues will be available to assist in the repayment of the 
irrigation costs of all Missouri River Basin project units. 

A supplemental study made more recently analyzed the repayment situation 
for the Missouri River Basin project, considering only those units already built, 
now under construction, or expected to be started within the next 6 years. 
Under such a schedule the last powerplant would be on the line in 1966 and the 
final irrigation block would be completed by about the year 2010. The commer- 
cial power allocation would be repaid in 2005, and sufficient funds would be 
available to retire all costs, including that portion of the irrigation allocation 
to be returned from power revenues, by 2047. Water user repayment on all 
irrigated land would be required, however, for at least 40 years. 

In commenting to the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs on 
April 28, 1959, with respect to H.R. 973, the Department of the Army recom- 
mended that a portion of the costs allocated to flood control be contributed by 
local interests. The attached statement treats the costs allocated to flood con- 
trol as nonreimbursable costs in accordance with existing law and policy appli- 
cable to the Missouri River Basin project, but it also contains an alternative 
evaluation based upon partial reimbursement for local flood protection works. 
This alternative evaluation, which is consistent with the expression of views by 
the Secretary of the Army, is based on the assumption that the district’s share 
of such costs would be repaid concurrently with the irrigation construction 
repayment contract. If the committee should determine that there should be 
local sharing in the cost of flood protection works appropriate amendatory 
language would have to be added to S. 2640. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. We are enclosing a copy of 
that Bureau’s report on S. 2640 sent to the Senate Committee on Public Works. 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD A. SEATON, Secretary of the Intervor. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: This is in reply to your letter of September 5, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2640, a bill to provide 
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for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

' The bill would authorize the construction of the Nebraska Mid-State unit as q 
Federal reclamation project and would provide for its integration, both phys. 
ically and financially, with the Missouri River Basin project. It is understood 
that the unit would be constructed substantially in accordance with the physica} 
plan described in a project report dated April 25, 1958. This report wag 
originally prepared by the Mid-State Reclamation District, Nebraska, in sup. 
port of legislation which would have authorized a combination of Federal loans 
and grants for the construction of a non-Federal project for irrigation, flood 
control, power, fish and wildlife, and recreation. However, local interests now 
seek to have the project authorized as a unit of the Federal Missouri River 
Basin project. 

The Secretary of the Interior has indicated that the physical and operating 
plan for the Mid-State project as originally proposed is acceptable for a Federal 
development. In addition, a financial evaluation statement has been prepared 
as a basis for evaluating the economic justification and financial feasibility of 
the project as a proposed unit of the Missouri River Basin project. The benefit. 
eost ratio in the financial evaluation statement based on a 50-year period of 
analysis is 1.14. 

The project is primarily an irrigation flood control development, but will also 
provide recreation and fish and wildlife benefits. In recent years the agricultural 
economy in this area has been closely tied to well irrigation. However, studies 
indicate that the increasing number of well installations has made a heavy 
draft on the aquifer, causing a lowering of the ground water levels. If this 
situation is allowed to become critical, extensive cutbacks in pumping may be 
come necessary, resulting in a serious setback to the existing economy. The 
Mid-State project is designed to rectify this problem by replenishing and 
stabilizing the ground water supply. The evaluation statement indicates that 
59,000 acres will be provided benefits either directly from supplemental water or 
from the ground water recharge operation and that 44,000 acres now dry-farmed 
will be provided with a full irrigation water service. 

The financial evaluation statement of the Department of the Interior con- 
templates a repayment contract extending over 40 years. Since not all of the 
irrigation allocation will have been repaid at the end of 40 years, we recommend 
that the irrigators and the reclamation district be required to make payments, in 
accordance with their ability, toward the amortization of the non-interest- 
bearing irrigation investment for a period of 50 years. Based on the proposals 
made by the Mid-State Reclamation District in their original report on this 
project, we believe that the local people will be willing to assume this re 
sponsibility. 

It is noted that, although the additional cost required for fish and wild 
life facilities is only $2 million, almost $11 million or 13 percent of the total 
project cost has been allocated to fish and wildlife. The Bureau of the 
Budget considers that only the additional project costs required for the fish 
and wildlife facilities should be allocated to this purpose. This is the method 
employed in the report for allocation of cost to recreation, and it is believed 
to be equally applicable to fish and wildlife costs. Accordingly, we recommend 
that a section 2 be added to the bill with the following language: 

“Section 2. Only the additional project costs required for fish and wildlife 
facilities shall be allocated to that purpose.” 

The project report indicates that four sites are suitable for future power 
development. It is understood that S. 2640 would authorize the construction 
of these power features of the Mid-State unit. Only the Prairie Creek power 
plant, however, which will provide power for irrigation pumping, is evaluated 
in the report. We believe that the additional power features should not bk 
authorized for construction until a report has been submitted to the Congres 
in accordance with established procedures. Thus it is recommended that the 
following phrase be inserted before the period in line 1, page 2: “at a site 
situated below the Prairie Creek reservoir system.” 

The President pointed out in his January budget message that it is essen 
tial that legislation be promptly enacted to establish a consistent basis for 
cost-sharing on projects which provide flood protection benefits. Enactment 
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of S. 2060, now pending before the Senate Public Works Committee, would 
meet that objective. In general, S. 2060 would require that non-Federal inter- 
ests receiving flood control and flood protection benefits bear at least 30 percent 
of the project construction costs allocated to those purposes as well as all 
operation and maintenance costs assigned to those purposes. 

In commenting on previous legislative proposals for the Mid-State project, 
the Corps of Engineers pointed out that the costs of rights-of-way, highway 
pridge alterations, and operation and maintenance for channel and floodway 
features of the project would be borne by local interests if it were considered 
as a Federal development. The cost of rights-of-way and highway relocatiors 
amounts to almost 25 percent of the flood control allocation as presented in 
the alternate analysis for flood control in the financial evaluation statement. 
We recommend that the bill be amended to provide that local interests bear 
the cost of rights-of-way and relocations and an additional amount of the 
flood control costs, so that their total contributions are equal to 30 percent 
of the construction cost allocated to flood control. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to enactment of this 
legislation if amended as recommended above. 

Sincerely yours, 
Maurice H. Stans, Director. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington D.C., September 2, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALLI, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. ASPINALL: Your letter of June 24 inquires as to whether secretarial 
approval has been given to the user-expenditure method presently being followed 
in evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, particularly with respect to the proposed 
Mid-State reclamation project, and whether that method has the general 
approval of other departments and agencies, including the Bureau of the Budget. 

There has been no specific secretarial approval of the user-expenditure 
approach, nor any other particular approach to estimating fish and wildlife 
benefits. This general method, however, has been in use during the past 14 
years, The estimates of fish and wildlife benefits derived by this method have 
been incorporated in reports by the Bureau of Reclamation and, in lieu of hav- 
ing any better estimates, such reports have had the approval of this office for 
submission to the Bureau of the Budget and to the Congress. Similar estimates 
have also been incorporated in reports submitted by the Corps of Engineers. 
These reports have been the basis upon which the Congress has authorized 
construction of water resource development projects. 

In estimating or measuring all types of benefits from multiple-purpose water 
resource projects, the judgments of specialists in the respective fields has 
been relied upon. In every case, therefore, the estimates of dollar values 
represent the exercise of judgment. You may be assured that we are con- 
stantly trying to improve our techniques of benefits evaluation for fish and 
wildlife, as for other purposes, so that we may provide the Congress with 
the best possible information on this important aspect of water resource 
development. 

We appreciate, of course, the concern of the committee as to the size of the 
proposed grant to the Mid-State Reclamation District on account of the improved 
conditions for fishing and hunting and fish and wildlife conservation that would 
be provided by the Mid-State project. However, we wish to point out that the 
measure of fish and wildlife benefits was determined by the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife for this project in the same manner as for Federal 
projects and is considered to be conservative. 

I trust that this has clarified our position on the matters you raise. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 


57359—60——_2 





MID-STATE UNIT, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, NEBRASKA 





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Office of the Secretary, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. ASPINALL: We regret that our letter of September 2 appears no 
to have given the desired information regarding the user-expenditure approac) 
to the estimation of benefits from fish and wildlife. 

My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the metho 
used by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish ang 
wildlife benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports contaip. 
ing estimates based on that method. In evaluating the many technical pro. 
cedures used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the varioys 
water resources projects, we utilize the opinion of experts trained and experi. 
enced in the specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits for 
all functions of water-resource projects, reliance must be placed on determina. 
tions by these experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, 
hydroelectric power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes serve 
by water-resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the 
exercise of judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the 
basis of the evaluated benefits. 

We are constantly trying to improve our techniques of benefit evaluation for 
all purposes so that we may provide the Congress with the best possible data 
on this important aspect of water resources development. This is true of 
benefit evaluations for irrigation and hydroelectric power as well as for fish 
and wildlife conservation. At the present time, for example, we are seeking to 
develop better techniques for evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, in cooperation 
with other Federal members of the Inter-agency Committee on Water Resources, 
However, we believe that the user-expenditure approach provides as valid a 
basis as any for estimates at the present time, and we plan to continue using it 
until an improved procedure is developed. It is true, however, that the Bureau 
of the Budget has recently questioned the acceptability of this method of evalu 
ating fish and wildlife benefits but has not suggested an alternative. 

We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent an 
approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, as such, to 
be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions. We be 
lieve that the primary value ef sport fishing and hunting consists of the satis. 
factions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to a 
great extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges and 
products generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available for 
determining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or hunting 
must of necessity be an extra-market estimate. 

Under the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fishermen 
and hunters for goods and services used in connection with these sports asa 
basis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the par- 
ticipants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishing and 
hunting represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsmen- 
participants. 

In connection with the Mid-State reclamation project, annual sport-fishing 
benefits of $309,600 and wildlife benefits of $70,900 were assigned on the basis 
of the user-expenditure approach. The fishery benefits were based on a user 
expenditure figure of $2.28 per day which is quite conservative when compared 
to an average expenditure by fishermen throughout the Nation of $4.21 per day 
in 1955. Moreover, the $2.28 figure falls clearly within the fees actually being 
charged for fishing privileges by private operators on private waters. The 
wildlife benefits were computed on the basis of an equally conservative unit value. 

The relatively high fishery benefits assigned to the Mid-State project were 
not due to a high user-expenditure value but rather to the excessively heavy 
fishermen use of the project reservoirs expected in this area where alternative 
fishing opportunities are scarce. Lake Texhoma in Texas and Oklahoma repre 
sents a situation of this type where the Corps of Engineers estimates total 
recreational use at over 7 million man-days annually. A sport-fishing catch at 
Texhoma of 3 million pounds a year suggests that fishing represents a substantial 
portion of this recreational use. The Mid-State project reservoirs would help 
meet a comparable demand in eastern Nebraska where there presently are few 
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good fishing waters. Consequently, the annual 136,000 fisherman-day use as- 
signed to the Mid-State reservoirs would appear to represent a reasonable 
expectation. 

The benefits to fish and wildlife on the Mid-State project were, of course, util- 
ized, together with all other benefits from the project, in arriving at the cost 
allocations. It is not possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be utilized 
by themselves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The essence 
of the cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual benefits 
to all purposes and to relate them appropriately to total capital project costs 
in order to derive cost allocations to each purpose. Consequently, it will be 
clear that there is nothing unique about the computation of the cost allocation 
to fish and wildlife on the Mid-State project; it was made by precisely the same 
method as the allocations to irrigation and flood control. 

I trust that this will clarify the position of the Department on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., June 1, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurRAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2640, 86th Congress, a bill to provide 
for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

This bill would modify the Missouri River Basin project authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 891), as amended, 
to include the Nebraska Mid-State unit for the purposes of irrigation, flood 
control, fish and wildlife, and power. The unit would consist of a diversion 
dam on the Platte River, a main supply canal, and interconnected reservoir 
system, hydroelectric power facilities, floodways and related facilities. Al- 
though the bill is not specific as to the Federal agency which would be charged 
with construction, it is presumed that it is intended to vest the authorization 
therefor in the Secretary of the Interior. 

In a letter of April 28, 1959, to your committee commenting with respect to 
an earlier bill, S. 1529, which would have authorized a Federal contribution to 
the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District of a sum equal to that portion 
of the cost of the project which the Secretary of the Interior determined to 
be equitably allocable to flood control, this Department recommended that the 
bill should provide for the economic justification of the project cost allocated to 
flood control. An economic evaluation of the overall project has been prepared 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, which indicates economic justification of the 
flood control features. 

Should the committee decide to proceed with S. 2640, it is recommended that 
the committee consider inclusion of a local-cost-sharing provision. Under cur- 
rent policy for Federal flood control projects constructed by this Department, 
such local cost-sharing is provided in accordance with section 3 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1986 whereby local interests are required, for levees and channel 
improvements, to (a) provide lands (including utility and highway relocations), 
(b) hold and save the United States free from damages, and (c) maintain the 
project works. The committee may also wish to give consideration to application 
of the cost-sharing principles which would be provided by another pending 
bill, S. 2060, proposed legislation which would meet the objectives of the Presi- 
dent’s recommendation for enactment of legislation to establish uniform cost- 
sharing standards for flood control. 

Subject to the foregoing suggestions, the Department of the Army has no 
objection to enactment of S. 2640. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 


Senator ANDERSON. There will also be inserted an evaluation state- 
ment prepared by the Bureau of Réclamation on the Mid-State unit. 
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(The statement follows:) 


EVALUATION STATEMENT, Mip-STaTE Progect, NEBRASKA, AS A PROPOSED Uyp 


OF THE MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 7, Denver, 
Colo. ; 


January 1960 
PURPOSE 


This statement comprises an evaluation of the economic justification ang 
feasibility of the Mid-State project, Nebraska. It incorporates revisions in con 
struction cost estimates, annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs, 
irrigation benefits, cost allocations, and repayment to those shown in the Mi¢ 
State project report of April 1958—the original feasibility report on the project 
It presents statistical data and information for use in presenting testimony og 
legislation for authorization of the proposed development as a unit of the Missouri 
River Basin project. Economic and financial analyses reflect Bureau of Reclama 
tion construction and O.M. & R. cost estimates as of July 1958 and February 1959 
respectively, and current benefit and cost allocation procedures. 

Authorizing legislation providing for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District in the construction of the Mid-State project wag 
first introduced in 1954. Continuous efforts to obtain authorization since that 
time culminated in hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama. 
tion of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee in the 1st session of 
the 86th Congress. The hearings provided an opportunity for members of the 
subcommittee to inquire into legal and policy implications arising from possible 
authorization of the Federal-local method of financing and developing this 
project. A number of points were raised concerning the departure from long. 
established policies and requirements of Federal reclamation law inherent in 
the authorizing legislation. 

Following the hearings and discussions locally and in Washington, the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District Board agreed to the necessity of substituting a 
Mid-State bill that would conform to general reclamation law, retain the basgie¢ 
physical plan and other elements of the project, and avoid conflicts with estab 
lished precedents and policies. Rather than to continue efforts to obtain author 
ization with no assurance for early acceptance of the project by the Congress in 
its non-Federal status, the board on July 13, 1959, considered and adopted 
unanimously a resolution providing : 

(1) “That the district immediately seek to have the Mid-State project aw 
thorized as a fully Federal project entitled 'to the benefits of the Missouri Rive 
Basin project. 

(2) “That the district hereby solieits the assistance, guidance, and advice of 
the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation in the matter of 
securing construction of the Mid-State project at the earliest possible date, asa 
Federal project, and as closely as practical in accordance with the general plan 
and design proposed by the Mid-State District. 

(3) “That the district pledges the full cooperation of its directors, officers, 
and employees to work in cordial and helpful atmosphere with the interested 
Government agencies and employees to the end that construction of the Mid 
State project may be accomplished at the earliest possible date.” 

Subsequently, the chairman of the House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs wrote to the Secretary of the Interior concerning the possibility of” 
proceeding with the Mid-State development under Federal reclamation laws a§ 
a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. This letter referred to several’ 
problem areas arising from the non-Federal nature of the project which was” 
to be financed by Federal funds. 

On August 28, 1959, the Secretary of the Interior advised the chairman of 
the committee that the physical and operating plan for the Mid-State project 
was an acceptable and desirable development, and that authorization of the 
project as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project would obviate many of 
the problems. A previous letter from the Secretary to the committee chairmal 
confirmed the methods used to evaluate fish and wildlife benefits and to determine 
the cost allocation as contained in the Mid-State report of April 1958. 

Shortly thereafter, S. 2460 and H.R. 8985 were introduced to authoriz 
the Mid-State development as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project and 
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were laid over for consideration in the 2d session of the 86th Congress. The bills 
provide for the Mid-State project to be integrated physically and financially 
with other Federal works of the Missouri River Basin project. Multiple pur- 
poses set forth in the bills are surface irrigation of 140,000 acres of land, re- 
plenishment of ground water for agricultural and domestic use, flood control, 
fish and wildlife conservation, production of hydroelectric power, and develop- 
ment of basic facilities for recreation. 

In October 1959 representatives of the Mid-State Board met with the Bureau 
of Reclamation to discuss the present status and future action on the Mid-State 
project. As a result of this and subsequent discussions, it was concluded that 
forthcoming testimony on authorization of the project would necessitate revision 
of the financial and economic analyses of the Mid-State proposal as a Missouri 
River Basin project unit. The revised analyses presented herein reflect Bureau 
of Reclamation construction and O.M. & R. cost estimates, irrigation benefits, 
and cost allocations determined in accordance with current procedure, and 
repayment based on the revised costs and allocations. The basic data with 
regard to delineation of lands, irrigation service, and other aspects must be 
firmed up by studies subsequent to authorization. 


DESCRIPTION OF PLAN 


The basic plan for the Mid-State project is the same as that contained in the 
Mid-State project report dated April 1958. The project is located in central 
Nebraska along the north side of the Platte River. Lands to be benefited 
cover a width of from 10 to 20 miles from east of Lexington to the vicinity of 
Silver Creek, Nebr. There are approximately 550,000 acres of land within the 
Mid-State District boundaries, of which about 363,000 acres have been desig- 
nated as arable. Nearly 260,000 acres of land are now dependent on wells and 
pumps drawing upon the ground water and upon streams for their irrigation 
supplies. 

The project would provide a regulated gravity and well combination water 
supply for approximately 140,000 acres of land, and would replenish and 
stabilize to the maximum extent practicable the aquifer from which about 
4,600 irrigation wells are pumping ground waters within the boundaries of the 
district. In addition, the development would produce substantial flood control, 
recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits. Provision also is made for initial 
irrigation pumping power and for ultimate development of commercial power. 

The Mid-State project includes the following potential features: 

(a) A diversion dam located on the Platte River about 7 miles east of 
Lexington, Nebr., to divert waters of the Platte River. 

(b) A main supply canal and floodway designed to carry 3,000 c.f.s. from 
the diversion dam to the reservoir system. Initial sections of the canal have 
greater capacities (7,700-12,700 c¢.f.s.) to carry flood waters of Buffalo and 
Strever Creeks to the Platte River. 

(c) A system of 23 interconnected ravine reservoirs on the north side of 
the Platte River with an irrigation conservation capacity of 289,300 acre-feet. 

(d) Four hydroelectric plant sites with a potential installed capacity of about 
67,200 kilowatts. Only the Prairie Creek powerplant of 16,800 kilowatts would 
be constructed initially and would be operated primarily to furnish irrigation 
pumping power for district-operated pumps. 

(e) Lower Mid-State Canal and Floodway, Kearney Floodway, Shelton Flood- 
way, and Chapman Floodway which would serve dual functions of conveying 
irrigation water to lands and carrying flood flows from the reservoir systems, 
together with flows intercepted in the project area, to the Platte River. 

(f) Substation and transmission system to furnish power to project pumps 
and interconnecting facilities with the statewide power system. 

(g) An irrigation distribution system consisting of improvements to natural 
channels to be used for conveyance of irrigation water and of laterals, and 
numerous lift and well pumps. 

(h) Surface and subsurface drainage facilities. 

(i) Fish and wildlife and recreation development. 


COSTS AND CONSTRUCTION 
Project costs 


The estimated total construction cost of the Mid-State project, based on July 
1958 prices, is $81,467,000. Bureau of Reclamation construction cost indexes 
were examined in December 1959, but in view of the relatively stable construc- 
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tion prices since July 1958, indexing of cost estimates to convert prices of thg 
date to present price levels was not necessary. 

The estimated construction cost, totaling $81,467,000, includes $2,549,700 past 
and scheduled future investigation costs. Of the latter amount, $139,700 h 
been expended by the Bureau of Reclamation under formal agreements wi 
the Mid-State Reclamation District for technical assistance prior to ag 
during preparation of the 1958 Mid-State project report. Excluded from the 
above estimates, however, are investigation costs approximating $920,004 
financed and expended through 1959 by the reclamation district and predecesgop 
organizations. 

istimated construction costs for outlet works with and without minimuy 
provision for the three future commercial powerplants showed a difference g 
$383,000 for each site, or a total of $1,149,000 for the three sites. ’ 

Construction of the project is scheduled over a 10-year period, 1965-74, al 
shown on the accompanying control schedule. In formulating this schedul 
several interrelated factors were considered, including: logical sequence 
work, fund requirements, and capability of the project to provide service ang 
revenues from water deliveries at the earliest practicable time during th 
construction period. 


Operation, maintenance, and replacement costs ; 

Under the contract for technical assistance in effect in 1958, the Bureau of 
Reclamation prepared operation, maintenance, and replacement cost estimat 
for the Mid-State project, except for the annual costs associated with fish and 
wildlife and recreation features. The Bureau’s original estimates included costg 
of REA power for project pumps and replacement costs for untreated timber 
bridges at canal and floodway crossings. Subsequent plans presented in the 
Mid-State project report provided for the installation of the Prairie Creek hydro. 
electric plant to furnish energy for the project pumps, and included unit con 
struction cost estimates for bridges providing for treated timber decks and 
concrete abutments. 

Following the availability of this information, the operation, maintenance, 


and replacement costs were adjusted in February 1959 to reflect plans described) 
in the Mid-State project report relating to source of pumping power and type of 
bridge construction. The adjusted estimate compared closely with the total 
shown in the April 1958 Mid-State project report. The estimate includes fundg 
for management of the reclamation district. 

The revised estimates of annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs 
are summarized as follows: 


Item 
Operation and maintenance : Annual amount 
Personnel _... $239, 300 
Social security and workmen’s compensation, 5.1 percent_____- 12, 200 
Equipment ; 98, TO 
Supplies 55, 
Administrative and general expense 43, 600 
Maintenance, project pumps___- a Neca 31, 000 
Operation and maintenance: 
Prairie Creek hydroelectric plant : 67, 800 
Electric transmission and distribution Rte 42, 400 


Subtotal ___ 590, 000 
Replacements : 
Prairie Creek hydroelectric plant eae oto 37, 
Project pumps__-_-_- ee ah Ria ee ee ok paid ...... ' Ge 
Electric transmission and distribution system ae ; 41, 100 
I cee ciel che dem bate 


Subtotal 
Total, except for fish and wildlife and recreation___- a 
Fish and wildlife 


Recreation 


Grand total, operation, maintenance, 
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ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 
Irrigation benefits 


As a part of the technical assistance provided to the Mid-State Reclamation 

Pistrict, the Bureau of Reclamation made a determination of irrigation benefits 
for use in the April 1958 Mid-State report. Time limitations prevented the de- 
yelopment of farm budgets specifically for the Mid-State area ; consequently, the 
penefit determination was made by projecting preliminary data from the North 
Joup Division investigations to the Mid-State project lands. 
_ Since that determination was made, benefit procedures have been revised. 
Further study also has been given to the potential private pumping lifts under 
future conditions with and without the Mid-State project. The results of this 
study modify the private pumping costs which would be avoided by conversion 
to project service for the 96,000 acres of privately irrigated land expected to 
shift to Mid-State project irrigation service. 

The April 1958 Mid-State report cites an intangible benefit from the saving of 
increased pumping costs for remaining private well irrigation resulting through 
ground water recharge from the project’s surface supply, as contrasted with a 

rogressively lowering ground water level without the project. This benefit is 
Yangible and measurable through economic analysis of private pumping costs 
with a progressively lowering ground water level without the project versus a 
igtabilized level with the project. Such an analysis has been made and the esti- 
mated savings in pumping costs have been added as a tangible benefit of the 

project. 
® According to the Mid-State report, over 250,000 acres of land are presently 
irrigated from private wells. A study of the basic data from which this estimate 
was derived shows the total to be 259,000 acres. It has been estimated that 
96,000 acres of these presently irrigated lands would shift to water service from 
‘ Mid-State project as part of the 140,000-acre service area. This leaves 
ie 000 acres within the reclamation district that would remain under private 
frrigation and would benefit from the stabilized ground water level under 
future conditions with the project. 
'’ Net annual irrigation benefits as revised to reflect these changes and adjusted 
for a 5-year development period total $3,109,000 for a 100-year analysis, and 
$3,040,000 for a 50-year analysis as summarized on the next page. They are 
based on agricultural price indexes of 250 for prices received and 265 for prices 
paid (1910-14—100). The irrigation benefits are segregated for three categories : 
t, for the 44,000 acres of new lands; second, for the 96,000 acres of presently 
ated lands which are expected to shift to project service; and third, for the 
"163,000 acres of presently irrigated district lands which are expected to remain 
‘under private pumping. 
' The average of $12.17-per-acre irrigation benefit for the 96,000 acres represent 
‘the estimated private farm pumping cost that would be eliminated when these 
lands shift to project service under future conditions with the project. The 
$5.05-per-acre irrigation benefit for the 163,000 acres represents the estimated 
average Saving in pumping costs. The estimated average annual pumping cost 
for these lands under a progressively lowering ground water level without the 
project is $12.20 per acre, and it is $7.15 per acre under a stabilized ground 
water level with the project, or a saving of $5.05 per acre. Annual benefits for 
‘the 44,000 acres of new lands total $37.48 an acre, of which $21.30 is direct and 
$16.18 is indirect and public. 


‘ 
& 
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Summary of annual irrigation benejits 
< onsninsidaiatncntaipinsititaditirniimenaonnnnuinnsesesbatcommnianseraasinannniinapinrsanantiineapteraeadtel estab snitch imal 



































Service area 
= Other | Grand 
Item district | total 
New Pump Total lands 
lands lands 
ACreS.......---------------------------0--90-2------- 163,000 | — 308. 0% 
Benefits, per acre: 
RN eso a SISA caeh gene sant aeeenes Phen $5.05 |_- 
es chico acaiiaehsarenauon ieigeng aca SU Tonic cco nannies ase tactute eee 
Publie...... Be eee Ee ieee ; ia 
Benefits, total (thousands of dollars): = 
Bo icg cancinpadepevobepekpaantianns ssusonst 823 2. 998 
te Pe eC i edbealoaee | “TBNLACL USSkUE “2hh Ones kad i cisd gr 
RNG ole ie a ne ae, et case) | SORA ienatioscoct | » WN ieittsenmades 337 
re ee BR one selena 823 3, 64) 
Loss in production (rights-of-way), indirect and 
ONION 6 5rd k ky cndads bales a bein esis boc tan| sini cn ogc manne hwobna dene 378 
Total net annual benefits under full develop- 
MORES ooo ion endo ecb n ce oa pe enw cone lcci cewecc leccnmensonlsnboavabce|cgeceseccn 3, 282 
Adjusted for a 5-year development period: 
oh asad vabatnnoncandanl pGncmmnsgelsaveuhdcwk|nanasenaud 3, 109 
INIT CU roo ook cece nb ge seh dchad nenbaendimaes ences ncksousome 3, 040 





Other benefits 

Annual benefits from other project purposes, as determined by the respective 
cooperating Federal agencies, remain unchanged from the April 1958 Mid-State 
report: 


NN aes occ rect at we wie pp pen delnh wip peuhlanpeseniesaibeisey $512, 100 
I en CRs ds i itd i tier eininis Se ieee opens alain blee ties 380, 500 
io sh hn Ss Sh tld need cb dentate eating 480, 000 





Interest during construction 


Interest during construction is computed at 2.5 percent from the beginning 
of the expenditures for construction to the time when individual features or 
groups of related features are completed and entered into plant in service. 
Future investigations costs are included in this computation; however, past 
Bureau of Reclamation investigation costs of $139,700 and past costs of the 
reclamation district are excluded. Total interest during construction for the 
period of preconstruction investigations and scheduled construction of project 
features amounts to $3,996,000. The interest computation follows: 


Interest during construction 


(Thousands of dollars] 

















Fiscal year | Annual | Plantin | Net | Interest | 
expenditure service accumulation} 

Re — kk dade eee eR. ek ood eee 
a ed a 353 | 4 
ee cca dealiane Ne 1, 137 4 
tn ee aS ie cabled WN Bisco ca i 1, 868 47 
he Caccmaemaewicad 3 ON ceive ncms 2, 290 57 
RO NN os sce eauk er k 3, 104 78 
ee en Fe 8 STA OO he. cecicdnes 6, 197 155 

I ee es eee eee 5, 800 5, 396 11, 497 287 
ee keine 11, 700 100 14, 851 371 
ee ep niatcglaedbacestaehadsdonkawunass 13, 600 5, 140 27, 401 685 
Rs see eee ee oe ead ; 16, 800 14, 592 37, 461 987 
Dnt ieec ie ie decinaa iueees [ 11, 600 34, 612 37, 069 927 
Ne a ae ths nce on deena 7, 400 13, 929 11, 957 209 
bine ghee; an: namiwihiaschekbske foaasWe 5, 700 7, 428 4, 578 ll 
ee ae od ee a ee ee a 70 70 35 l 
Ra ee. Sine ce bad bendck aan 60 60 30 1 
EE A a ee ee eS 81, 327 81, 327 0 3, 936 


Cost 


repli: 
sepa 
467, 
oper 

Se 
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Benefit-cost analysis 


— Analysis of economic justification of the Mid-State project results in benefit- 
cost ratios ranging from 1.40, considering total benefits, and a 100-year period 

and to 1.06, considering direct benefits only for a 50-year period. 

tal ’ 


In this analysis, the sum of $1,149,000 for future commercial power is retained 
as a part of total project costs. No salvage value is claimed on project works 
— | that theoretically might remain at the end of either the 50- or 100-year periods 
3,0 | of analysis. The minimum economi* life of major project works is 100 years, 
——- as ample sediment capacity and other design aspects are incorporated in 
plans to meet this objective. A summary of the benefit-cost analysis follows: 





Summary of benefit-cost analysis 





——— Investment : Amount 
2.98 MRC | CIRONOOE COON cress cease mewn niece wagdnce ermine: $81, 467, 000 
375 Less preauthorization investigations cost.__.__.____._--.------- 139, 700 
337 sian melas 
3,60 ia rience bees ahid ini cid tieiadinipidatiaaiiaictt 81, 327, 300 
‘i NIT, JUBURIER ERAN ; COMIOER UUGE NOU sess ave inne icin necesita 3, 996, 000 
oe I sa ancsisemsestartnetitcnie disse tliat tgmaidtaleinthlsliad 85, 323, 300 
3, 282 —_—_—_—_——— 
3.10 Annual costs: 50 years 100 years 
3,040 Equivalent of net investment_____..__-_-_-___ $3, 008, 500 2, 330, 200 
pe Operation, maintenance, and replacement_____- 863, 100 863, 100 
SN tis ss cca realsauics ek eliocetie GA sesiaioa tabieiaa id tackle 3, 871, 000 3, 193, 300 
ctive a asta tae mea 
State | Annual benefits: 
IN sites ta cit i sehen cn ib ing nn sed 3, 040, 000 3, 109, 000 
, 100 ni i Ge ee (2,729,000) (2, 790, 000) 
~ Indirect and public____.._______________- (311, 000) (319, 000) 
I ce tice Goconiniageisaedbepeep ane eaao 512, 100 512, 100 
ning NN UNO UNO lat hk ie ca asennad ahaha 380, 500 380, 500 
2s OF Ochi dss a a Sa ler panel tgs es Sa ase os 480, 000 480, 000 
‘ae RN cence ices iecinianemtacchabisalaais 4,412,600 4, 481, 600 
f : Pl a bas ie lay ane 
; bo Benefit-cost ratios: 
oject ee ane ee ar ee ee ee 1.14 1. 40 
Tg) ee a ee an 1. 06 1. 30 


FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 
Cost allocation 

Project costs, interest during construction, and operation, maintenance, and 
replacement for the Mid-State project have been allocated concurrently by the 
rest separable costs-remaining benefits method. The estimated project cost is $81,- 
467,000. Interest during construction amounts to $3,996,000, and total annual 
operation, maintenance, and replacement costs, $836,100. 








‘ Separable and remaining joint costs are as follows: 
oy ee ee —_ schyeneitintintnlchntnanta cliacapeceaicattaib 
i 
8 | Annual opera 
155 Item Project costs | Interest during| tion mainte 
287 | construction nance, and 
371 | | replacement 
683 ee om an, ed ire 
937 oe 
gz Separable costs: 
200 Irrigation . age eae $28, 284, 000 $1, 166, 000 | $714, 900 
14 Flood control 9, 953, 000 | 354, 000 | 77. 100 
1 Fish and wildlife ‘ | 2, 600, 000 | 91, 000 7. 500 
1 Recreation _- de secs 163, 000 | 9, 000 | 3., 000 
—- Future commercial power... | 1, 149, 000 | 43, 000 | 0 
3,9% | Ds . —_ ene 
Total separable costs____ __ Seite tesa 41, 549, 000 | 1, 663, 000 | 830, 300 
——~_ | Remaining joint costs............__- sna ae 39, 918, 000 | 2, 333, 000 | 32, 800 
Total costs to be allocated. __._- ea eal 81, 467, 000 3, 996, 000 | 863, 100 











$7359-_60-—__3 
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The next table shows the allocation of costs for a 100-year period of analysis 
Costs of alternative single-purpose projects to obtain the same benefits have not 
been estimated for flood control and fish and wildlife; rather, the capitalizeg 
benefits are considered a measure of the justifiable expenditures. The Corpg of 
Engineers and the Fish and Wildlife Service both advise that the cost of q 
single-purpose project to produce the same benefits would exceed the capitalized 
benefits. 

Irrigation, flood control, and fish and wildlife share in carrying remaining 
joint costs of the project. The allocation to recreation is limited to the Specific 
or separable capital and operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of basic 
recreation facilities. The allocation to deferred commercial power is limited to 
separable costs of making such provision. 


Allocation of costs, 100-year analysis 


{Thousands of dollars] 








Irriga- Flood | Fish and| Recrea- | Deferred 
Item Total | tion | control wildlife tion commer. 
\Cial power 
eae scene SSeS ee | 
Benefits, capitalized sid scsi il 164,090 | 113, 833 | 18,750] 13,932 17, 575 | 0 
Alternative costs..........-..-.-.--- 94,859 | 92,397 |_______- rd “1,270 1192 
POU CONE. .oncbeedcstisoceamen | (63, 714)| (62, 402)|__ (163) (1, 149) 
Interest during construction....--..--} | (3,172)} (3, 120) (9) (43) 
— 
Operation, maintenance, and replace- | : 
ment, capitalized : wwii (27,973)| (26, 875) | ; = | (1,098) } (0) 
Justifiable expenditure-___-.-~--- . 27,541 | 92,397 | 18,750] 13,932 1,270} 1,19 
Sepafable costs... .....2..2.-............-| 78,619 | ~ -66, 026 13,159} 2,366 1,270 | LIM 
Project cost._.......------------------| (41, §49)| (28, 284)| (9, 953)} (2,000) (163)| (1,149) 
Interest during construction —_- ---| (1,663); (1, 166) (354) | (91) | (9) | (43) 
Operation, maintenance, and replace- | 
ment, capitalized _— ; (30,401)} (26,176); (2,852) 275) (1, 098) | (0) 
Remaining justifiable expenditure 53,928 | 36,771 5,591 | 11, 566 | - cr 0 
Percent distribution. -__._---- ; 100. 00 68.18 10. 37 21. 45 | 0 0 
| = == 
Remaining joint cosis........-...---------] 43, 452 29, 626 4, 506 9, 320 0 | 0 
Project cost____- Bl sat a (39, 918)} (27,216)| (4, 140)| = (8, 562) (0)} ‘0 
Interest during construction (2,333) (1, 591) (242) | (500) | (0)| (0) 
Operation, maintenance, and replace- 
ment, capitalized - . Bie (1, 201) (819) (124) | (258) | (0) (0) 
i= - ~ — se | — [SSS 
Total allocated costs !..._.....---- ee | 117,065 | 85,252 17, 665 11,686 | 1,270 1, 192 
— i— — — | - - —_——_— 
Project cost__- . alk a aa (81, 467)| (55, 500)| (14,093)| (10, 562) (163)} (1,149) 
Interest during construction (3, 996) (2, 757) (596) (591) (9)| (48) 
Operation, maintenance, and replace- } | 
ment, capitalized ced ee en (31, 602)| (26,995)} (2, 976)| (533)! (1, 098) (0) 
Annual operation, maintenance, and re- | a 
ad canal 863,100 | 737,200 81,300 | 14,600 | 30,000 | 0 














1 See subsequent adjustment of allocations for repayment. 





The specific costs of the Prairie Creek powerplant are treated as separable 
As indicated in the Mid-State 
project report of April 1958, the annual generation of the Prairie Creek plant 
would ultimately be used almost exclusively to supply electric energy for district- 


irrigation costs and are allocated to that purpose. 


operated irrigation pumps, 
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The total allocation to each purpose consisting of project costs, interest during 
construction and operation, maintenance, and replacement costs is within limits 
supported by annual benefits as tabulated in the foregoing table: 











————————— - ~ : ae sian | . 7 - | 
| Annual equiva-| Annual bene- Benefit- 
Purpose lent of allo- | fits cost ratio 
cated costs 

Irrigation ---.....- casper amidase , 8, 328, 206 | $3, 109, Po 1. 34 
Flood contro}. ..-.-- ne acceqqwesses ——— amas 82, 400 612, 1 1. 06 
Fish and wildlife_____. RRR a tote 319, 100 380, 500 1.19 
Recreation id / ‘ . seca i cata An noe s 34, 700 480, 000 13. 88 
Deferred commercial power__-.-...-.-...------ : Se 32, 600 | 


Adjustment of allocations for repayment 


The reclamation district proposes to operate and maintain all project works 
except specific features for fish and wildlife and recreation, which would be 
administered and financed by an appropriate State agency. Since the total 
allocated flood control and the joint-use portion of the fish and wildlife opera- 
tion, maintenance, and replacement costs ordinarily are Federal responsibilities, 
it is necessary to offset these operation, maintenance, and replacement costs by 
a downward adjustment in the project cost allocated to irrigation and upward 
adjustments in costs allocated to flood control and fish and wildlife. This will 
avoid the necessity for annual Federal operation, maintenance, and replacement 
appropriations. As the basis for this adjustment, the annual total operation, 
maintenance, and replacement of flood control and joint operation, maintenance, 
and replacement of fish and wildlife, amounting to $81,300 and $7,100, respec- 
tively, are capitalized without interest for the irrigation repayment period of 
40 years. The resulting sums are then deducted from project cost allocated to 
irrigation and are added to the flood control and fish and wildlife allocations 
with the following results: 


Irrigation Flood control | Fish and wild- 
life 
——— ” _ ; - —— - — - pS are 
Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement 
Total allocated . x $737, 200 $81, 300 $14, 600 
Adjustment 7 bdsncces in ee pias ‘ : +88, 400 | —81, 300 | —7, 100 
AGmested total. ...........- paceme curd eialuben ae 825, 600 —— 7, 500 
Project costs: 
Total allocated Coit heise aaattels ola a 55, 500, 000 | 14, 093, 000 | 10, 562, 000 
Capitalized operation, maintenance, and replace- | 
ment... : Giiieioapad wae nanare aes ee —3, 536, 000 | +3, 252, 000 +284, 000 
Ne ee | 51, 964, 000 17, 345, 000 10, 846, 000 
| 








The reclamation district will assume the obligation of all project operation, 
maintenance, and replacement expenses amounting to $825,600, excepting the 
annual expenses on specific fish and wildlife and recreation facilities of $7,500 
and $30,000 respectively, which would be administered by appropriate State 
agencies. 


Deferred commercial power 


Except for deferred commercial power, there is no requirement for reimburse- 
of interest during construction. The total investment for this deferred use is 
$1,192,000, consisting of $1,149,000 project costs and $43,000 interest during 
construction. Since this is an interest-bearing investment, it would be amor- 
tized with other costs of the Missouri River Basin project power system 
Within a 50-year period after the features incorporating the provisions for 
power are completed and entered into plant in service. No detailed analysis 
has been made of the effect of adding the deferred power costs to the overall 
Missouri River Basin project power system. To avoid the necessity for han- 
dling these costs on this basis, however, a further determination of feasibility 
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of commercial power development should be made during preconstruction inyes. 
tigations. If proven feasible, construction of all power features could be done 
initially, or if proven infeasible, the cost of providing for future power could 
be omitted from the plan. 


Summary of allocations and reimbursable investments 


A summary of the allocation of the project cost and reimbursable investments 
is shown below: 


Item Amount 
I a $81, 467, 000 
Repayable interest during construction____________..___________ 43, 000 

Sg i es ce ee i 81, 510, 000 
Nonreimbursable allocations: 

DN ts cic coc cancegicc ne al $17, 345, 000 

SEE A ee ED 10, 846, 000 

aint iS ecadeal balsa iis amino 163,000 28,354, 000 
FORO TORTIE ORIN anne enc nn census a tals tais 53, 156, 000 








Interest-bearing allocation : 
Future commercial power: 


EES een $1, 149,000 
Interest during construction__.._..__-__--__ 43, 000 
——_—____——. 1, 192, 000 
Non-interest-bearing allocation: Irrigation._..._...__._.-___---_--_- 51, 964, 000 
a ssc cdnrenseeinas iceman pe cnieipsapspiei me pacininheaien 53, 156, 000 


In addition to these capital costs, reimbursable annual operation, maintenance, 
and replacement is $825,600. In accordance with existing law and policy 
affecting the Missouri River Basin project, allocations to flood control and fish 
and wildlife are nonreimbursable. The allocation to recreation would be non- 
reimbursable under provision of the authorizing bills. 


Revenues 

Revenues for repayment of reimbursable project costs will be derived from 
direct payments by irrigators using project service and from reclamation district 
ad valorem taxes. Power revenues will not be available initially from the Mid- 
State project because the installation of the three commercial hydroelectric 
plants is deferred. 

Direct payments by the irrigators will be implemented by contracts between 
individual landowners petitioning for service and the reclamation district. In 
addition, the 1947 Nebraska reclamation district act provides the legal authority 
for the reclamation district to levy and collect ad valorem taxes on all tangible 
property within the district boundaries. 

Farm budget analysis was not made specifically for the Mid-Sta‘te project. 
Irrigation payment capacity was derived by the application of preliminary 
farm budget data of the North Loup Division to the Mid-State area. Based upon 
a percentage distribution of irrigable land classes derived from sample areas, 
39 percent of the irrigable lands, or 55,000 acres, was delineated as class 1, and 
61 percent, or 85,000 acres, as class 2. Extension of the farm budget data to 
this distribution resulted in a weighted average annual payment capacity of 
$10.15 per acre as shown below : 





| 
| Payment 
Irrigable lands | Acres capacity 
per acre 
canes - citi - ii wieneain dino - 
} 
_ , on . mona ‘ — yo 55, 000 $12.17 
a i a : 85, 000 8. 85 
tet imal 
10. 15 
| 


The payout schedule contained in the April 1958 report on the Mid-State 
project proposed a water rate of $5.50 per acre-foot of water delivered with a 
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minimum of $7 per acre. Based upon the anticipated water deliveries, these 
rates resulted in an average annual charge to the irrigators of $9.31 per acre. 
This rate is within the payment capacity of $10.15 and allows for contingencies 
and incentive. We have therefore adopted an annual payment of $9.31 per 
acre for this evaluation statement. 

Ad valorem taxes from the reclamation district will provide a major source 
of income. Under the enabling legislation, a maximum levy of 1 mill upon all 
tangible property within the district boundaries is permitted prior to the 
delivery of water. This levy can be increased to 2 mills after water becomes 
available, and an additional levy of not to exceed 1 mill may be made in the 
event of defaults or deficiencies. 

The assessed valuation of all tangible property in the reclamation district 
approximates $115 million at present. Review of past records of assessed 
values in the Mid-State area shows a significant increase over the past decade. 
Projecting this rate of growth, it is anticipated that the assessed value will 
total about $150 million by the 10th year of project operation. Assuming valu- 
ations of $115 million and $150 million for the lst and 10th year of operation, 
respectively, annual revenues at the 2-mill rate would increase from $230,000 
to $300,000. Although impacts of the development may result in a higher rate 
of growth in assessed valuations with corresponding increases in tax revenues, 
a constant amount has been assumed for the period of operation beginning in 
the 10th year. 

Total irrigation revenues, including payments by water users and ad valorem 
tax levies, would amount to $1,533,400 in the first year of operation. Anticipated 
increases in assessed valuations will raise these revenues to $1,603,400 in the 
10th year, and this sum is projected throughout the remaining payout period. 
Deduction of annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs of $825,600 
results in an annual amortization capacity of $707,800 initially and $777,800 
by and continuing from the 10th year of operation as shown in the following 
table: 

Annual amortization capacity 


Annual oper- | Annual amor- 


- ! 
Year of operation |} Payments by! Ad valorem 


Total ation, main- tization 
| irrigators | taxlevies | revenues | tenance, and capacity 
| | replacement 

= - _ |——-——-— ] ——--—---— 
ne nee vhhenal $1, 303, 400 $230, 000 | $1, 533, 400 | $825, 600 $707, 800 
Taian Stee nT 237,800 | 1.541, 200 825, 600 715, 600 
| | a | 1, 303, 400 246, 600 , 550, 000 $825, 600 724, 400 
pe sts ; we 1, 303, 400 253, 400 | 1, 556, 800 | 825, 600 731, 200 
tds owe amees js ean 1, 303, 400 261, 200 | 1, 564, 690 | &25, 600 739, UO 
ent a ee 1, 303, 400 269, 000 , 572, 400 | $25, 600 746, 800 
tedeah nears 1, 303, 400 276, 800 | 1, 580, 200 | 825, 600 754, 600 
eet dasa we . nie | 1, 303, 400 | 284, 600 1, 588, 000 | 825, 600 762, 400 
de a : 1, 303, 400 | 292, 400 | 1, 595, 800 825, 600 770, 200 
ee Ries dhicicni ne ‘ | 1, 303, 400 300, 000 | 1, 603, 400 | 825, 600 777, 800 


Although lands in the project area of 140,000 acres would be provided irriga- 
tion service by blocks as groups of features are constructed, an overall period 
of 40 years is applied in the repayment analysis without adjustment for time of 
initial service to blocks of land. As scheduled, initial service to blocks of land 
would span 3 years, 1971 to 1973. The 40-year repayment period would follow ¢ 
S-year development period. As proposed in the April 1958 Mid-State report, the 
reclamation district would use its tax resources during the development period to 
meet annual operation, maintenance, and replacement expenses and to accumu- 
late a reserve of funds for future operations and repayment obligations. 

As with all other irrigation units of the Missouri River Basin project, the 
repayment arrangements with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
will be reanalyzed when the 40-year repayment period ends. The provisions of 
any succeeding contracts will be dictated by the future financial condition of 
the basinwide project. 


Repayment 


Total project repayment during a 40-year period will amount to $30,763,800. 
This total would not retire all reimbursable costs; however, it would repay 59 
percent of the adjusted irrigation allocation of $51,964,000. 
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A repayment summary of reimbursable irrigation costs follows: 


Item Amount 
Project cost allocated to irrigation..._....__.._..___~~~-- siratenawset $51, 964, 000 
Repayment—40 years: 

a ce beep lho scenes spine sacra $19, 112, 000 


I ia hi len nalie 11, 651, S00 
——————-_ 30, 768, 800 


Balance repayable by Missouri River Basin project power 
erent iit he kardeeie ingtigmseecieinmaearmntis Soeaind ve vguawsnesnetusemhdanartsimicroas 21, 200, 2 





Assistance required from basin power revenues 

The balance of irrigation costs not reimbursed by the reclamation distri¢t 
during a 40-year repayment period would be amortized along with irrigation 
costs of other Missouri River Basin project units by basinwide power revenues, 
Payout studies contained in the economic analysis, revised Deecember 1958 
for the Missouri River Basin project show that net power revenues available 
after amortization of the power investment and after full irrigation water 
use occurs amount to about $32,126,000 annually. The addition of the Mia- 
State project as a Federal unit of the basin-wide project, therefore, would 
require financial assistance of $21,200,200, or an amount slightly less than 
three-fourths of one year’s net power revenues, 

Considering per-acre costs of the Mid-State project, the total irrigation 
investment amounts to $371. Of this sum the district would pay $220 after 
meeting operation, maintenance, and replacement and the required assistance 
by basin power revenues would be $151. 


Alternate analysis—Flood control 

In commenting on previous legislative proposals for the Mid-State project, 
the Corps of Engineers pointed out that the costs of rights-of-way, highway 
bridge alterations, and operation and maintenance for channel and floodway 
features of the project would be borne by local interests if it were considered 
as a Federal development. Under these arrangements a portion of the total 
allocation to flood control would be treated as reimbursable costs. This 
reimbursable portion would include $3,472,000 of project costs for rights-of- 
way and highway bridge alterations for channels and flood-ways and $77,900 
annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs on these works. The 
balance of $3,400 of initially allocated flood control operation, maintenance, 
and replacement is associated with other joint project facilities. 

As indicated previously the reclamation district will assume obligation for 
meeting all operation, maintenance, and replacement expenses except those 
related to specific fish and wildlife and recreation facilities. Joint portions 
of operation, maintenance, and replacement allocated to flood control and fish 
and wildlife, therefore, are capitalized for the 40-year repayment period and 
are added to flood control and fish and wildlife allocations and deducted 
from irrigation costs as follows: 





Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement Irrigation Flood | Fish and 

| control | wildlife 
EE SE a wo wade hen cwcnced sae ee ee $737, 200 $81, 300 | $14, 600 
TR ES 5s She. coo ctvbeniwetcas sid cdeeabSScaks! +10, 500 —3, 400 | —7, 10 
SN en eke wie abiian | 747, 700 77, 900 7, 500 

Project costs a 

Total allocated.........-.- Ee a eee ae it Bats alee OF S08 000 | 14, 093, 000 | 10, 562, 010 
Oapitalized operation, maintenance, and replacement._...--- —420, 000 | +136, 000 | +284, 000 
Uh Aled WINONA S « « cedsicns bees ne. Lc rcsiiutrdn nck | 55, 080,000 | 14,229,000 | 10, 846, 0 


The total operation, maintenance, and replacement obligation of the reclama- 
tion district would remain at $825,600 annually. This figure is the sum of 
$747,700 and $77,900 representing the adjusted reimbursable operation, mainte 
nance, and replacement allocations to irrigation and local flood control. The 
total capital costs allocated to flood control of $14,229,000, in this case, com- 
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rises a nonreimbursable allocation of $10,757,000 and a reimbursable portion of 
$3,472,000 for the rights-of-way and bridge alterations. A summary of the al- 
jocation of the project costs and reimbursable investments is shown below: 





Item Amount 
I) a atop a eee Sl iad a be rae es ae $81, 467, 000 
Repayable interest during construction___.._______ ee eee ee 43, 000 

i EI acca ecu os Saccdasammioan pass ntact Gt eae 81, 510, 000 
Nonreimbursable allocations: 

I a ee $10, 757, 000 
I as cea as cna a genie 10, 846, 000 
RN ect tina ac on ccmseceniicha varteinag ataxia sie ocaaiaiaae se 163, 000 21, 766, 000 

UR RINII TEE, . ROPUENB NY CEE UN NION sic: n= cs csvcactrnamson ees cag andaiesoencr meen ansabeie hoes ances 59, 744, 000 
Interest-bearing allocation, future commercial power : 

N= NII ities cs ec orcas ace cas eeecimscneed ene enacan $1, 149, 000 
Interest during construction_____________________ 43, 000 





— 1, 192, 000 


Non-interest-bearing allocations: 


Sg a ee te ed 55, 080, 000 
I CN or ecscthee ah ancap ok nial odwied Rigascbeau meaeehaan ohana ee ea 3, 472, 000 
Pinar 2 PAMPER UNI 5 ct ices ue ieee ree pe ee aes 59, 744, 000 


Total project repayment during a 40-year period will amount to $30,763,800, 
the same as previously shown. This total would not retire all reimbursable 
costs; however, it would repay 53 percent of the adjusted irrigation allocation 
plus the reimbursable flood control allocation which total $58,552,000, or 50 per- 
cent of the adjusted irrigation allocation of $55,080,000 assuming that the re- 
imbursable flood control costs of $3,472,000 are fully repaid concurrently. 

A repayment summary of reimbursable irrigation and flood control costs 
follows : 


Item Amount 
SUM, GE ULOOCIR CECE, EO) RUN SO GRO ics te scseccins jem eh nbsesitincisere teen came 555, OSO, 000 
meannreanie food control costs.._.........-. ee 3, 472, 000 
Total reimbursable irrigation and flood control costs______- 58, 552, 000 
Repayment—40 years: 
LO, eae gee ale ee oe $19, 112, 000 


a | A ee A ese NY Se 11, 651, 800 
——— 30, 763, 800 





Balance repayable by Missouri River Basin project power 
I is cee ge ties ddl adeiaieiaead eae aba nea euaceepa na tee eee 27, 788, 200 


The amount of assistance required from basinwide power revenues of 
$27,788,200 is less than 1 year’s net power revenues available to meet irriga- 
tion costs after the power investment is fully amortized. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The Mid-State project will benefit most of the 550,000 acres contained within 
the reclamation district boundaries. The benefit analysis evaluates only those 
benefits accruing to 303,000 acres of land, of which 140,000 acres would receive 
direct service and 163,000 acres would benefit from improved and stabilized 
ground water supplies. Although not evaluated, benefits will accrue to other 
lands potentially irrigable from stabilized ground water supplies. Other im- 
portant benefits will arise from flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation 
aspects of the project. Analysis of the Mid-State project shows benefit-cost 
ratios in excess of unity on the basis of either total benefits or direct benefits 
only for both 50- and 100-year periods. 

Assuming nonreimbursability of all flood-control costs under reclamation law 
and policy applicable in the Missouri River Basin, $53,156,000 or 65 percent of 
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the total project cost of $81,467,000 is allocated to reimbursable purposes of 
irrigation and deferred commercial power. Revenues available from the 
irrigators and tax levies of the reclamation district will return 59 percent gf 
the reimbursable irrigation costs in 40 years after meeting operation, mainte 
nance, and replacement expenses. 

When the costs of rights-of-way, highway bridge alterations, and operation 
and maintenance for channels and floodways are assumed to be reimbursable by 
local beneficiaries, the repayable allocations to irrigation, local flood contro} 
and deferred commercial power amount to $59,701,000 or 73 percent of total] 
project costs. Net irrigation revenues over 40 years would retire 53 percent 
of the reimbursable irrigation and flood-control costs. 

For irrigation units in the Missouri River Basin project repayment contracts 
cover a period of 40 years in accordance with reclamation law. When such 
contracts terminate, however, extension or renewal will be considered in the 
light of the future financial needs of the basinwide project. The total repay. 
ment during 40 years as shown in this statement is considerably less thap 
that shown in the Mid-State report of April 1958. This is due to use of a 4% 
year period instead of 60 years. 

The Mid-State project report of April 1958 and the evaluation in this state. 
ment adequately demonstrate project justification and feasibility for pur. 
poses of authorization as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. Before 
eonstruction is initiated it will be necessary to prepare a definite plan report, 
certify the irrigability of lands, and execute repayment contracts as are required 
for other units of the basinwide project. 


APPENDED MATERIAL—BUDGET CIRCULAR NO, A-47 


Benefit-cost analysis for a 50-year period is presented previously in this 
statement. The benefit-cost ratios are 1.14 to 1.00 considering total benefits 
and 1.06 to 1.00 considering direct benefits only. 

Cost allocation with use of the separable costs-remaining benefits method 
for a 50-year period of analysis is shown on the next page. In this study 
project costs, interest during construction, and operation, maintenance, and 
replacement are allocated concurrently. 

As discussed previously under adjustment of allocations for repayment it is 
necessary to again adjust the initial allocations to offset Federal operations, 
maintenance, and replacement costs for flood control and fish and wildlife bya 
downward adjustment in reimbursable irrigation costs and upward adjustments 
in nonreimbursable flood control and fish and wildlife costs. These adjustments 
are shown in a subsequent table. Because the Bureau of the Budget has indi- 
cated its desire that local beneficiaries share in flood control costs, the following 
data are on the basis of reimbursement of those costs set forth previously 
under alternate analysis—flood control. 

Additional tabulations attached to this statement summarize the allocated 
nonreimbursable and reimbursable costs and the repayment of irrigation and 
local flood control costs. Under the latter analysis there are no changes in 
anticipated reclamation district revenues and repayment period which are 
described previously in the statement. Also, content of the statement on the 
interest-bearing costs for future commercial power is applicable in this analysis. 
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Allocation of costs, 50-year analysis 

















2S of 
the {Thousands of dollars] 
nt of —_——__— — ———— —- --— - —— 
inte. | | Flood con- | Fish and | Deferred 
Item Total Irrigation trol wildlife Recreation |commercial 
ation power 
le by —— = 5 gg ; a ae ee 
ntrol Benefits—capitalized__. ‘cal 125, 151 | 86, 221 14, 524 10, 792 OE Eco a 
total Alternative costs-. RS, 555 | 86, 340 | ; 1, 023 | 1, 192 
Project cost (63, 714) | (62, 402) i ahha (163) | (1, 149) 
rcent Interest during construe- 
tion__ (3, 172) CSUN cocatbamuaastes (9) | (43) 
an 0 eration, maintenance, | 
racts oad replacement—capi- 
such talized_-.-- (25,000)| CU ON 2 2c.) (Q5I¥b nos. --2- 2. 
1 the Justifiable expenditure 113, 75? 86, 221 | 14, 524 | 10, 792 | 1,023 1, 192 
» Separable costs - - - - ee 66, 761 | 49, 726 | 12, 516 | 2, 304 1,023 | 1, 192 
“pay- Project cost (41, 549) (28, 284) | (9, 953) | (2, 000) (163) (1, 149) 
than Interest during construc- 
a 4. eI (1, 663) (1, 166) (354) | (91) (9) (43) 
Operation, maintenance, | 
and replacement—capi- 
tate- talized _.. ; (23, 549) (20, 276) | (2, 209) (213) (851) |. 
h aining justifiable @x- | 
ba nedtare. : 46, 991 | 36, 495 | 2,008 8, 488 |_....- (etesaseemndae’ 
Clore Percent distribution __- 100. 00 77. 67 | 4. 27 BI OBE ig irk iiench 260 he exéuehosee 
‘port, Remaining joint costs... ...-.--| 43, 181 33, 539 | 1, 844 Dp EEE kcccnnnpshednadasee cn 
uired Project cost __ - (39, 918) | (31, 005) | (1, 704) RE See acy sade ive daaneas 
Interest during construe: | 
tion... (2,333)| (1, 812) (100) | cross Pr a 
Operation, maintenance, | | 
and replacement—capi- 
talized_ celica ; (930) (722) (40) | CN iiak is. Dewan 
. Total allocated costs eS 109, 942 83, 265 | 14, 360 10, 102 1,023 | 1, 192 
this Project cost ani _ (81, 467) (59, 289) | (11, 657) (9, 209) (163) | (1, 149) 
nefits Interest during construc- ; | 
Tn cno5<e -| (3, 996) | (2, 978)| (454) (512) (9)| (43) 
Operation maintenance, | 
thod and replaceme nt—capi- | | 
study talized : (24, 479)| (20, 998) (2, 249) (381) | Gaye 2 
and Annual operation, mainte- | | 
nance, and replacement | | | 
(dollars) - . --..- wed eal 863, 100 | 740, 400 | 79, 300 | 13, 400 GOED fotoccstsccas 
it is nce Sere Oke cae ts 
ions, 
bya Adjustment of allocated costs 
nents 
nents [Thousands of dollars} 
: . ———————— ona LE 
indi- a | | 
wing | Initial | Capitalized Adjusted 
1 | allocation | operation, allocation 
OUSLY Purpose of project j|maintenance,| of project 
works and replace- | costs 
rated | ment | 
| and —_ as ee eo ee C aa : We 
es in Irrigation. - ._-...- . gutta ccncccaeteeteneaceteanans $59, 20 | —$420 $58, 869 
. are Flood control Fhedased shidddn thd sted didawsensc danas etal 11, 657 +136 11, 793 
Fish and wildlife_- : w= = oo = 2 == 4 seen ~~~ ----+---| 9, 209. | +284 9, 493 
a the Recreation... __- - Giaiadandtasite saalemeunmenans aeeeane 163 |. cedeea nail 163 
Lysis. Deferred power = - ccna beac scale tal iced sa pS Rea Us pe yee mee 1,149 
WW8: is 04..2. RL a 2 See et 0 | ade, ebeh) 81, 467 
| 
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Summary of allocated costs and reimbursable investments 


Item Amount 
NS ee ee ee $81, 467, 000 
Repayable interest during construction_-______________________-- 3, 000 

EE 81, 510, 000 
Nonreimbursable allocations: 

ar i a ths wenn tts Wiccan wssccna didaan aai $8, 321, 000 
BN OR 0 shai ew cerca heater xo ceive sce 9, 493, 000 


EE ean Sree 163, 000 
a 17, 977, 000 























NII ace eh 63, 533, 000 
Interest-bearing allocations : 
Deferred commercial power paid as part of Mis- 
souri River Basin project power system : 
sie $1, 149, 000 
Interest during construction____._._._________ 43, 000 
——— 1,108 
Non-interest-bearing allocations: 
| aa SRS A ea el vo A 58, 869, 000 
I aa satin ios ecb cei adesnsemcns 3, 472, 000 
62, 541, 000 
ail ic ccna ce ka ae aldermen 63, 533, 000 
Repayment of irrigation and local flood control costs 
Item Amount 
a i i ed lah a cen sad $58, 869, 000 
RACE TOO EI ish iiti ai wie sige wi scd irditbn ctw oan es enc ei 3, 472, 000 
lithe laeaheaierinencincalbiniincuminsnbmbtebibiaiicsicniow cane 62, 341, 000 
Paid by reclamation district, 40 years: 
a iia ha $19, 112, 000 
Ne ete athe ices es canis daimiditnnbinie 11, 651, 800 
——————-___ 80, 763, 800 
Paid by Missouri River Basin project power revenues____________ 31, 577, 200 
a ccteianliddatcaitienmmendaniebetnasenmnbait 62, 341, 000 


Senator Anperson. There will also be inserted in the record the 
following letters from: 

The State of Nebraska, Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission. 

Kearney Chamber of Commerce, Nebraska. 
' City of Kearney, Nebr. 

C. W. Burdick, Commissioner of Public Utilities, Grand Island, 
Nebr. 

Chamber of Commerce, Grand Island, Nebr. 

Grand Island Industrial Foundation, Ine. 

Central City Chamber of Commerce. 

Nebraska Public Power System. 

Consumers Public Power District, Nebraska. 

Loup River Public Power District. 

University of Nebraska, Conservation and Survey Division. 
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(The letters follow :) 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
GAME, FoRFSTATION, AND PARKS COMMISSION, 
Lincoln, May 10, 1960. 
QHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, 
Interior Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : The purpose of this letter is to reaffirm and emphasize the state- 
ment made by the undersigned in behalf of the Mid-State project to the House 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 86th Congress on April 28, 
1959. This statement appears on pages 127 and 128 of the printed report of 
the hearings held on H.R. 973, 3662, and 5073 of the &6th Congress, 1st session. 

Since that statement was made the significance of the Mid-State project in 
the area of outdoor recreation for the touring American, as well as the Nebraska 
citizen, has increased very substantially. The Platte River Valley has high 
potential for development in this field, and plans are now well underway by 
this agency to prosecute such development concurrently with the construction of 
Interstate Highway 80. 

Insofar as outdoor recreation and wildlife management are concerned there- 
fore, the Mid-State project is the most important Federal development presently 
proposed or envisioned in the State of Nebraska. We endorse it, and we urge 
your favorable consideration of H.R. 8985 and/or S. 2640. 

/ Yours very truly, 
M. O. STEEN, Director. 


KEARNEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 
May 6, 1960. 
House INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COM MITTEE, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: On April 29, 1959, we urged your favorable consideration and 
hasty passage of H.R. 3662, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construction of the Nebraska 
Mid-State project. 

It is our understanding that H.R. 8985 provides for the inclusion of the 
Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. 

The Kearney Chamber of Commerce wishes to reaffirm its endorsement 
and support of the Nebraska Mid-State project. We respectfully solicit your 
favorable consideration and urge immediate legislative action so this area 
may have the benefits of the project in ground water level stabilization before 
a critical situation becomes calamitous. 

Respectfully, 
Ron Cope, 
President, Kearney Chamber of Commerce. 


P.S.—Our above comments also apply to S. 2640. 





City OF KEARNEY, NEBR., 
May 6, 1960. 
Mr, WALTER RoGers, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House. of Represent- 
atives, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE Sir: On April 28, 1959, at your committee hearing on H.R. 
3662, I made a statement for the city of Kearney, Nebr., in support of that 
legislation, providing for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District in the construction of the Nebraska Mid-State project. 

It is our understanding that H.R. 8985 under consideration provides for 
integration of the Nebraska Mid-State unit with the other Federal works in 
the Missouri River Basin. 
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The city of Kearney hereby reaffirms its endorsement of the Nebraska Miq. 
State project and urges your favorable consideration of H.R. 8985 at the 
earliest possible date. 

Respectfully, 
Ray EF. Lunpy, City Manager, 


P.S.—Our above comments also apply to 8. 2640. 





MAy 9, 1960. 
Chairmen and Members of the Interior Committee of the House of Representa. 
tives and the Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

This letter is written to reaffirm, on behalf of the city of Grand Island, the 
statement of C. W. Burdick, Commissioner of Public Utilities for the City of 
Grand Island, presented in April 1959 before the House of Representatives, Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, Washington, D.C., in connection with Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District. 

C. W. BurpDICcK, 
Commissioner of Public Utilities, 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Grand Island, Nebr., May 10, 1960. 


Chairman and Members of the House Interior Committce: 


The Grand Island Chamber of Commerce wishes to reaffirm its statement of 
1959 in which it supported the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. The 
realization of this project will create a vital force in the future economy of 
central Nebraska. 

We solicit your careful consideration of this important resource development 
project. 

Sincerely yours, 
WAYNE R. Morris, President. 


JRAND ISLAND INDUSTRIAL FOUNDATION, INC., 
Grand Island, Nebr., May 10, 1960. 


Chairman and Members of the Senate Interior Committee: 

The Grand Island Industrial Foundation reaffirms its 1959 statement of en- 
dorsement of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. This project has 
been of prime importance to the Industrial Foundation since the organization of 
our group. 

Mid-State offers stabilization of the economy of central Nebraska, and we 
respectively solicit favorable action by your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. E. Ray, President. 


CENTRAL CITY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Central City, Nebr., May 11, 1960. 
Chairmen and Members of the Interior Committee, House of Representatives 
and Senate, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : I appreciate the opportunity to reaffirm the statement of Donald 
R. Sampson, my predecessor as president of the Central City Chamber of Com- 
merce, which statement was introduced at the 1959 hearings. 

In this statement the position of the Central City Chamber of Commerce as 
a firm supporter of the Mid-State project was outlined. The recent flooding 
in Merrick County demonstrates more vividly than ever the necessity for prompt 
implementation of this program. A plan for controlling these floods putting 
the diverted waters to use for agriculture will be of immeasurable value to 
the area. 

Our organization, consisting of business and professional men and farmers, 
strongly urges adoption of the Mid-State project. 

Respectfully yours, 
WAYNE L. Larson, President. 
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NEBRASKA PuBLIC PoWER SYSTEM, 
Columbus, Nebr., May 12, 1960. 
Subject: S. 2640, Mid-State project, Nebraska 
the Chairman and Members of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We are advised that this bill relating to the Mid-State project 
of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District at Grand Island, Nebr., is now 
before your committee. 

We understand that it is now proposed that this project be undertaken as 
a Federal project and that it is to be integrated both physically and financially 
asa unit of the Missouri Basin project. We understand further that the physical 
plan of the project works and its operation remains unchanged and is still 
basically in accordance with the Mid-State project report of April 195s. 

We have followed the Mid-State project proposal for a number of years 
and have studied the various reports relating to it. We continue to be favorably 
impressed by the inherent value of this project for the conservation and bene- 
ficial use of the water resources of the State of Nebraska. 

We solicit your favorable consideration of the necessary legislation which 
will permit completion of this project at any early date. 

Respectfully yours, 
D. J. DEBOorER. 


CONSUMERS PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT, 
May 10, 1960. 
Subject: Nebraska Mid-State project. 
Chairmen and Members of the Interior Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Consumers Public Power District, serving the electrical 
needs of approximately 350 cities, towns, and villages in Nebraska, has closely 
followed the developmental work in connection with the Mid-State project in 
Nebraska. 

We are fully aware of the substantial improvement to the economy of the 
area and the State which this project will achieve. Also, as the power production 
phases of the project develop, there should be no serious problem in marketing 
the hydroelectric power produced, as Nebraska faces a constantly increasing 
demand for electric power. 

I urge the committees’ favorable consideration of the project. 

Very truly yours, 
R. L. ScHacut, General Manager. 


THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 
CONSERVATION AND SURVEY DIVISION, 
Lincoln, Nebr., May 16, 1960. 
Chairmen and Members of the Interior Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives and the Senate, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We wish to call to your attention our statement appearing on 
page 129 of the hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, 
86th Congress, Ist session, on H.R. 973, H.R. 3662, and H.R. 5073, covering the 
Mid-State project in Nebraska. This publication is Serial No. 5 and is dated 
April 27 and 28 and June 23, 1959. 

We wish at this time to reaffirm the testimony which we gave in this hearing 
and wish to point out that the general situation is the same now as it was at 
the time of the hearing. 

Very truly, 
E. C. Reep, Director. 


Loup RIveR Pusiic Power District, 
Oolumbus, Nebr., May 16, 1960. 
Chairman and Members, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
GENTLEMEN: For several years the board of directors of Loup River Publie 
Power District and its staff have followed with much interest the progress that 
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has been made in the development of a multipurpose reclamation project in the 
Mid-State area in central Nebraska. We are advised the physical plan of the 
Mid-State project works and its operation remain unchanged from the Mig. 
State project report of April 1958, and that this report continues to be the basgio 
report for proposed legislation on which hearings are to be held before your 
committee May 19, 1960. 

The Loup District having been in the wholesale power business in Nebraskg 
for more than 22 years, fully understands the problem of keeping ahead of the 
power supply requirements of an area. With the continuing increase in the 
use of electricity there should be no problem in developing a market for the 
hydroelectric power to be produced by the Mid-State project at such time as it 
comes into the picture. 

We are hopeful that the current Mid-State legislation proposed by S. 2649 
will receive favorable approval at this session of Congress, for certainly centra] 
Nebraska needs the benefits that can be achieved through the development of 
this project. 

Respectfully yours, 
Con KEATING, President. 


Senator Annerson. Also, there will be inserted in the record letters 
from Governors of the following States: Colorado, Kansas, Iowa, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming. 

(The letters follow :) 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Denver, May 5, 1960, 
Re Nebraska Mid-State project. 
SOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
Vebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

GENTLEMEN: Pursuant to your request, the appropriate agencies of the State 
of Colorado have reviewed H.R. 8985, 1st session, S6th Congress, which provides 
for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin 
project. The detailed plans for the Mid-State project were previously submitted 
to this State for review and we concurred in the desirability for construction 
of the project according to the plans submitted to us. 

The State of Colorado has no objection to the Nebraska Mid-State unit being 
included as an integral part of the Missouri River Basin project. As a matter 
of fact, we believe that the intent as expressed in H.R. 8985 is more desirable 
than previous project legislation which we have reviewed. We have heretofore 
coneurred in the desirability of constructing the Nebraska Mid-State unit 
and we are therefore in full accordance with the legislation reviewed by us as 


You are at liberty to transmit the information contained herein to the 
Secretary of the Interior or any other appropriate agency of the Federal 
Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEVE McNIcHOLS, Governor. 


STATE OF Iowa, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Des Moines, April 7, 1960. 
Mr. ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Dear Mr. JoHNSON: Kindly forgive my delay in replying te your letter of 
March 23 relative to the proposed Nebraska Midwest project. 

Since it appears that there has been no change in the overall plan or purpose 
of the project, the comments we submitted last year would still apply. We 
would further suggest that 

(1) The Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District be advised that due 
to the plan of the project and its location, that it will have no material 
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effect upon the water resource of the State of Iowa, and in view of this 
information, the State of Iowa does not make any objection to the project; 
(2) The project be coordinated with other projects in the Missouri River 
Basin and should be referred to the Missouri River States Committee and 
the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee for their consideration. 
J trust that the foregoing will suffice to make our position in this matter clear. 
With best wishes and kind personal regards, I am, 
Cordially, 
HERSCHEL C, LOVELESS, Governor. 


STATE OF KANSAS, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Topeka, April 14, 1960. 
Mr. ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Deak Mr. JOHNSON: I am pleased to reaffirm my opinion as to your project 
and, in doing so, will repeat the statement which was made in April 1959. 
“Upon review of the supplemental report of the Nebraska Mid-State project 
May 19, 1959, I feel that the project as proposed therein is satisfactory.” 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE DocKING, Governor. 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
St. Paul, April 18, 1960. 
BoARD OF DIRECTORS, 
Nebraska Wid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Tsland, Nebr. 

GENTLEMEN : On May 21, 1958, this office wrote a letter, addressed to Secretary 
of the Interior, Fred A. Seaton, endorsing the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District project. 

On March 11, 1959, this office informed the board of directors that the infor- 
mation afforded us relating to the proposed legislation does not change our 
original position and that we supported the proposed reclamation development 
in the amended form of presentation. 

Your letter of March 23, 1960, has been reviewed and we note that the present 
bill seeks to have the project constructed as an integral part of the current 
Missouri River development. We note further that under the proposed legisla- 
tion no change in the previous plan is contemplated. 

We, accordingly, reaffirm our support of your proposed reclamation project. 

Sincerely, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, Governor. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
STATE OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, May 5, 1960. 
Mr. ARTHUR C, JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


DeaR Mr. JoHNSON: Your letter of March 23, 1960, and your second request 
of April 29, 1960, asking for my comments on H.R. 8985 and S. 2640 is acknowl- 
edged. 

I favor water resource development in the Missouri River Basin where the 
project is definitely in the national interest, and when the project is justified 
on its own merits. Also, it would seem essential that no project should be 
undertaken until there is a wide, actual need for it soundly established, or until 
the sure term of future benefits can be estimated. 

Should the Congress determine that there is actual need and the project is in 
the national interest, it does not appear the effects would be adverse to Missouri. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. T. Bua, Jr., Governor. 








28 MID-STATE UNIT, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, NEBRASKA 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, April 4, 1960. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


GENTLEMEN : This will acknowledge receipt of a letter from Arthur ©. Johnson, 
president of Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, dated March 28, 1969, 
in regard to Federal legislation (H.R. 8985) now pending in the Congress whieh 
pertains to the district. 

When you were attempting to construct the project under a loan and grant 
from the Federal Government, I wrote you a letter, dated March 30, 1959, saying 
that Montana had no objections to the development of the project. As I under- 
stand, the project at that time was to be built by a private engineering firm, 
Under H.R. 8985 it is now proposed to have the project included as a part of the 
Missouri River Basin project. 

As I said before, this project will not require the use of water that originates 
within Montana, nor will any use of water in Montana affect the project. The 
proposed development appears to be a very worthy undertaking, and I, as Goy- 
ernor of the State of Montana, have no objections whatsoever to offer to either 
the construction of the project or to the passage of H.R. S985. 

Very truly yours, 
J. HuGo ARONSON, Governor. 


STATE OF NortH DAkora, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, April 28, 1960. 
Mr, ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

DEAR MR. JOHNSON: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 23, 
1960, pertaining to the Mid-State reclamation project. In view of the fact that 
you now desire to have this project integrated physically and financially with 
other Federal works authorized to be constructed under the plans approved by 
section 9 of the act of December 22, 1944, it is necessary for me to amend my 
previous endorsement of the project. 

As you are aware, the State of North Dakota has endeavored for the past 70 
years to obtain the contruction of a project which would divert water from the 
Missouri River into central North Dakota for irrigation and other benefits. This 
project was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1944. It is now known 
as the Garrison diversion unit and has been determined to be a feasible project 
with a satisfactory benefit-to-cost ratio. The Department of the Interior believes 
that certain modifications are desirable before funds are appropriated for its 
construction, and appropriate legislative proposals are pending in Congress. As 
a consequence, I definitely feel that the Garrison diversion unit has a higher 
priority than any unit not authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

I am much concerned over the lag that has occurred in the development of 
reclamation in the Upper Missouri Basin. You are, I am certain, aware of the 
fact that between 85 and 95 percent of the irrigation development that has taken 
place through the use of the “Basin Account” has taken place in the lower and 
central basins. We welcome this development, but in my opinion the upper basin 
should be receiving an equal consideration in view of the fact that the power 
which is used to pay for a considerable portion of the construction of the reclama- 
tion projects is generated in Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota. These 
States have contributed the reservoir sites and are receiving the negative 
benefits. 

So that you may better understand my position regarding the Garrison diver- 
sion unit, I will cite some of our contributions to the overall Missouri Basin 
project. 

A total of 548,000 acres of crop and pasture land was removed from our tax 
rolls for main stem reservoir purposes. This land once made up over 700 farms 
and ranches. The loss of these farms and ranches has reduced the annual farm 
income in the State by almost $9 million. In addition, 1,250 citizens of towns 
and villages located within reservoir areas were uprooted from their homes and 
moved to other places. Add to this the displacement of approximately 2,500 
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Indians who were well established in the reservoir areas, but who had to move 
to less desirable locations. ; . 

The inundation of river bottomland has had an adverse effect on adjacent 
semiarid upland. Before Garrison and Oahe Dams existed, farmers and ranch- 
ers combined the rich bottomland with the upland range, pasture, and cropland 
to establish economical units. Now that the more productive bottomland is 
gone, several hundred thousand acres of semiarid upland adjacent to the res- 
ervoir have been rendered practically worthless. Added to this loss of land for 
main stem reservoirs should be the annual loss of approximately 500 acres of 
jrreplaceable Missouri River bottomland between the Garrison and Oahe Reser- 
yoirs because of erosion that has increased greatly since Garrison Reservoir has 
peen placed in operation. The Corps of Engineers has indicated that the erosion 
rate could easily increase to 1,000 acres annually as the releases of clear, silt- 
free water from Garrison Reservoir are increased. . 

Garrison Dam, which is now virtually complete, is providing flood control, 
navigation, and industrial water supply benefits to downst ream areas. The only 
significant benefit available from the Garrison project to North Dakota comes 
from the allocation equal to about 40 percent of the 400,000 kilowatt-generating 
capacity at the dam. By far the greater part of this capacity is being trans- 
mitted out of the State of North Dakota. 

I therefore recommend the approval of the Mid-State reclamation project, 
Nebraska, with the reservation that it in no way prejudice or receive a higher 
priority than the Garrison diversion unit in any schedule of development of the 
Missouri Basin project. My State is desirous of maintaining its position of co- 
operation in the development of the entire basin. We are anxious to see the 
Missouri Basin develop into the most outstanding valley in the Nation, and we 
will continue our efforts in this direction. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN E. Davis, Governor. 


STATE OF SoutTH DAKOTA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Pierre, March 29, 1960. 
Mr. ArtHurR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation Project, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 
Dear Mr. JOHNSON: This will acknowledge your letter of March 26 concerning 
the multipurpose reclamation project on the Platte River in Central Nebraska. 
The support for your Mid-State project which I expressed in my letter of 
March 25, 1959, remains in force. I am pleased to support its authorization be- 
fore the Congress. 
Sincerely yours, 
RAtLpeu HERSETH, Governor. 


STATE OF WYOMING, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Cheyenne, May 2, 1960. 
J. K. McKINNEY, 
Secretary, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


Deak Mr. MCKINNEY: We just today received a report from the State engi- 
heer concerning the Mid-State project, and I am pleased to advise that Wyoming 
does not oppose the development of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. 

The State engineer has advised me it is his opinion that the decision of your 
district to request the Congress and the Department of the Interior to integrate 
the project as a unit of the Missouri Basin project is a better and sounder 
approach to the problem of securing its construction. 

Sincerely yours, 
J.J. “Jor” Hickey, 
Governor. 


Senator Anpnerson. Following those there will also be inserted in 
the record the statement of Mr. William E. Welsh, secretary-manager 
of the National Reclamation Association. 


57359—60—_5 
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(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION 


My name is William E. Welsh, I am secretary-manager of the National 
Reclamation Association. The board of directors of the Association haye 
authorized me as secretary-manager to support projects at either the authoriza- 
tion or the appropriation stage where the duly authorized agency of the 
affected State or States raise no objection to the project and where request 
for such support is made by the sponsoring organizations. 

The Mid-State project as it is proposed and now pending before your con- 
mittee, embraces an area along the Platte River in south-central Nebraska that 
was extremely hard hit by the severe drought and duststorms of the 1930's, 
It has also experienced a number of dry years since that time. 

Many farms in that area have been irrigated for a period of several years 
by pumping water from irrigation wells. This experience has shown that when 
sufficient water can be made available by irrigation the very finest of crops can 
be raised year after year. The area to be included in the Mid-State project 
has been without adequate irrigation water and, consequently, the people of that 
area have suffered from such shortages. 

A multipurpose project, the Mid-State project will include among its benefits 
flood control, power development, and recreation. Although the primary pur- 
pose of the project is to provide irrigation water to approximately 140,000 
acres of land in that area, of which 40,000 acres are presently dryland farming, 
in addition it will also recharge the ground water table, thereby indirectly 
benefiting a much greater area by making an adequate water supply available 
for irrigation by pumping. 

The principal features of the project consists of a diversion dam, a main 
supply canal, a reservoir system consisting of a series of 20-some interconnecting 
ravine reservoirs on the north side of the valley formed by the construction of 
earth-filled dams, four powerplant sites with approximately 60,000-kilowatt 
eapacity, spillways, floodways, and a well-gravity irrigation distribution system. 

A year ago the sponsors of this project appeared before this committee 
requesting a Federal loan which would be quite similar in its operation and 
intent to a loan that would be granted to a project under the Small Reclama- 
tion Project Act. This year the sponsors are requesting that the project be 
reauthorized and approved under the Federal reclamation law as a unit of the 
Missour River Basin project. However, I am udvised that the general plan 
and the purpose and intent of the project sponsors is practically the same as 
it was a year ago except that they are requesting authorization in a different 
manner. 

The sponsors of this project have advised me that it has been approved by 
the Governors of the 10 Missouri Basin States. 

Although a set of the resolutions adopted by the NRA at its annual meet- 
ing in Denver, Colo., last fall was mailed to each member of your committee, 
I am attaching to my statement resolution No. 20, “Authorization and Appro- 
priation for Continued Reclamation Program.” This resolution especially 
emphasizes the very keen interest in and strong support for continued recla- 
mation development by the NRA. I would appreciate it if this resolution 
could be included as a part of my statement and inserted in the record, 

This project is located in what would be one of the finest agricultural see- 
tions of the entire country if a full and dependable water supply could be 
made available year after year. Under present conditions the area suffers 
periodically from severe water shortage. During the 1930’s a number of the 
droughts continued year after year successively. Under those conditions the 
residents of that area were extremely handicapped. 

Zecause of the fact that this project is so urgently needed and would be 
so helpful to this area, the NRA is indeed glad of this opportunity to endorse 
this project. We urge that it be given early favorable consideration. 


RESOLUTION No. 20—AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATION FOR CONTINUED 
RECLAMATION PROGRAM 


Whereas it long has been recognized that water is the lifeblood of municipal, 
agricultural, and industrial existence, and that an adequate supply of water 
is essential to the improvement of the American standard of living; and 





pr 
ti 


or 
re 








ent 


al, 
ter 


MID-STATE UNIT, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN, NEBRASKA 31 


Whereas remaining undeveloped water supplies are limited in amount, erratic 
in availability, requiring major storage for control, and located long distances 
from necessary points of use; and 

Whereas continuous conservation, development, and utilization of the water 
resources of the States of this Nation are necessary to the growth of the Nation 
and must keep pace with the increase in population and with the needs of the 
Nation; and 

Whereas the reclamation States provide expanding markets for the Nation’s 

s and are absorbing a large share of the increase in population in the 
United States because of the location of needed and newly discovered raw 
materials in the area and the ever-present necessity for the decentralizing of 
jndustry in the interest of national defense ; and 

Whereas the Federal Government, since its inception, has recognized its 
responsibility in the support of improvement resulting in public benefits, in- 
duding: the Reclamation Act of 1902 and subsequent legislation relating to 
the development and construction of major multipurpose water-use projects ; and 

Whereas planning and construction of projects for such conservation, devel- 
opment, and utilization must be carried forward in keeping with the increasing 
needs of the Nation, and on a feasible local and national economic basis; and 

Whereas the development of plans and the construction of basinwide proj- 
ects for the full use of a water resource is a difficult, complicated, and time- 
consuming process, sometimes requiring decades of efforts ; and 

Whereas basinwide multiple-use projects frequently involve many States 
having common interests in interstate streams ; and 

Whereas the magnitude and necessity for multiple-use basinwide develop- 
ments within the framework and limitations prescribed by interstate compacts 
and State laws require joint action by the States involved and the full 
unanimous support of all reclamation States: and 

Whereas, greater public understanding and appreciation of local, regional, 
and national benetits of the entire reclamation program are necessary: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That: 

1. The National Reclamation Association vigorously reaffirms its position 
in support of the basic principles of reclamation accepted as national policy for 
more than 50 years, namely, the use of Federal money without interest for the 
irrigation features, the use of power revenues on a feasible economic basis to 
help pay the cost of reclamation and the inherent right and obligation of the 
people of the reclamation States with the assistance of the Federal Government 
to develop fully their water and power resources in accordance with applicable 
Interstate compacts and the water laws of the respective States, which are and 
should be binding on the United States in the development of water resources. 

2. The reclamation States, through the directors of the National Reclamation 
Association, be urged to support vigorously and unanimously, a reclamation 
program designed to fully develop the land and water resources of the reclama- 
tion States within the limit of available water supplies. 

8. The officers of the National Reclamation Association devise ways and find 
means to inform the public, through the press and other media, of information 
on the basic facts and far-reaching benefits of present and proposed water 
resource development. 

4. The officers of the National Reclamation Association bring to the attention 
of the President and Congress the extent to which the national welfare and 
available expanding markets will be impaired and curtailed if the Federal 
reclamation program is not expanded. 

5. The officers of the National Reclamation Association bring to the attention 
of the President and Congress the urgent need for authorization of new projects, 
how pending before Congress, and potential projects justifiable under the law 
which will develop, control, conserve, and utilize the water resources of the 
reclamation States. 


Senator AnpeERsoN. It is the hope of the chairman that the witnesses 
today will explain the following: 

(1) The reasons for the switch of the proposal from the so-called 
partnership arrangement to inclusion of the Mid-State unit of Ne- 
braska in the Missouri River Basin project. 

(2) That adequate explanation will be given of the divergent views 
by the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget with 
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respect to nonreimbursable allocations to flood control, fish and wild- 
life, and other phases. 

May I say there that we have had some difficulty, Mr. Dominy, 
understanding some of these flood control and wildlife allocations, 

It looks like whatever deficit is necessary is charged to flood con- 
trol instead of to the reimbursable phases of it, and I think that the 
Wichita project is one which we passed which caused you to stop and 
look a little bit as to how these things are done, with $100,000 in the 
whole Upper Colorado Basin project and millions of dollars in the 
Wichita project. 

It does not make too much sense on the surface of it. There may 
be an explanation as to why there is 100 times more flood control 
per mile in the Wichita project than there is in the Upper Colorado 
storage project, and something like 1,000 times as much wildlife 
benefit per acre. It isa little hard to explain. 

The first. witness will be Hon. Carl Curtis, Senator from the State 
of Nebraska, who as a Member of the House, as well as the Sena: 
has been a strong supporter of the reclamation program. Because o 
the absence of Senator Hruska, Senator Curtis will speak for both 
the Nebraska Senators. 

In view of the time element, other witnesses are requested to confine 
their comments to additional material that has not been covered in the 
previous hearings before the Senate or the House committees. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL T. CURTIS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Senator Curtis. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I will cover, 
I believe, perhaps all of the points that you have mentioned in this 
brief statement. 

I wish to express my gratitude for the opportunity to discuss the 
proposal that would authorize the Nebraska Mid-State project as a 
unit of the Missouri River Basin project under reclamation law. As 
you know, I have supported this excellent multipurpose project under 
the several plans for development that have heretofore been considered 
for the local sponsors. They have shown commendable interest and 
initiative in attempting to solve a serious water supply problem. 

Early efforts to finance the development of this project were di- 
rected toward the sale of revenue bonds which were to be supported 
by the sale of irrigation water and commercial power. Due to rising 
construction and interest costs and a then unsatisfactory power mar- 
ket, this plan of financing did not meet with success. Undaunted, 
the Mid-State group formulated an alternate plan for the develop- 
ment of a non-Federal project following the basic principles of the 
Small Projects Act. A project report was prepared by the district 
in 1958, which report supported Mid-State’s request for Federal 
‘oans and grants with which to construct a non-Federal multipurpose 
project involving surface irrigation, ground-water replenishment and 
stabilization, flood control, fish and wildlife, and recreation facilities. 
It was my pleasure to try to move this plan forward and bills were 
introduced both in 1958 and 1959. 

It was apparent from the 1958 hearings that some outside financial 
assistance was going to be needed by Mid-State if certain methods of 
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cost allocation were used, even though the Mid-State group was con- 
fident that they could repay the then contemplated irrigation loan, 

Accordingly the 1959 Mid-State bill, S. 1529, was modified to pro- 
vide for a moderate amount of irrigation assistance from the Missouri 
River Basin power account if the final costs exceeded Mid-State con- 
struction cost estimates or if the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Corps of Engineers arrived at final cost allocations that placed a 
jarger burden on irrigation than was proposed by the Mid-State 
engineers. 

After studying the results of the 1959 hearings it became clear 
that. the Mid-State project would be unduly delayed if the Congress 
was to work out solutions to the many new financial and ownership 
problems that appeared to be inherent in the non-Federal Mid-State 
plan. After full discussion with Members of Congress and the 
executive agencies, and realizing that the accelerated dropping of the 
ground-water table in the project area would soon cause serious 
economic hardship if additional surface irrigation water was not 
brought into the Mid-State area, the board of directors decided to 
abandon their non-Federal financing arrangement for their project 
and try to have it developed as a Federal project and as a unit of the 
Missouri River Basin project. 

Mid-State appealed to the Bureau of Reclamation to adopt the basic 
design and operating plan of the Mid-State project, as set forth in 
the 1958 Mid-State project report, so that valuable time could be 
saved. Since the area to be served by the Mid-State project was 
originally included in the authorized Missouri Basin project, there 
was no difficulty in persuading the Bureau of Reclamation to cooper- 
ate with Mid-State in a reorientation of their plan of development. 

Subsequently, the Bureau of Reclamation, with financial assistance 
from the district, undertook an economic evaluation of the basic 
Mid-State project on the assumption that the development would be 
carried forward under reclamation law. 

The results of this study are before you in a report from the 
Secretary of the Interior dated January 1960, which report will be 
Te cened in detail by the Commissioner of Reclamation. Also en- 
closed is a report on the project from the Bureau of the Budget, 
dated April 8, 1960, which report raises several problems which 
appear not to have risen on Federal reclamation projects that the Con- 
gress has previously authorized. It is realized that laws and policies 
must change with changing times, but I also want to be reasonably 
certain that the good Mid-State people, who have shown such splendid 
initiative, will not be faced with a new series of time-consuming and 
insurmountable problems. 

For instance, the Bureau of the Budget now proposes that the 
district. contribute as local cost sharing some 30 percent of the esti- 
mated construction cost for flood control features. Recognition should 
be given to the fact that Mid-State has the highest repayment schedule 
yet offered on any Missouri Basin unit. In addition to the higher 
water users ability to pay, the district will collect a 2-mill levy on 
all real and personal property in the area which levy will raise 
$300,000 per year or more. 

Senator Anprrson. Is that a unique financing feature? 

Senator Curtis. Well, it has been used in recent years. It is unique 
from the original Bureau plans where it was just the land involved. 
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I believe I am correct when I say that this involves the town and 
- property and that area that benefits generally, both personal and 

‘eal property. 

Senator Anperson. Is that not unique / 

Mr. Lineweaver. It happened on the Colorado-Big Thompson. 

Senator Curtis. It is somewhat unique. It is not the first time, 

Senator ANprerson. Do you have personal property on the Colorado- 
Big Thompson ? 

Senator Curris. This is unusal in that it does include personal 
property as w ell. 

Senator ANpERSON. Is it not unique / 

Mr. Dominy (F. E. Dominy, Commissioner, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion). Yes; I think it is unique. 

Senator AnpvErson. That took a long time, but the answer is “Yes,” 

Senator Curtis. I believe I am correct in stating this: that in our 
State where we have no general sales tax or income tax, all levies 
are applied across the board to both real = personal property. 

To adopt the Budget Bureau proposal, it would seem that the 
Congress would be diser iminating against a eae that has done an 
excellent job of providing a high repayment schedule. 

A second matter of concern to Mid-State is the unprecedented 
recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget that joint costs of the 
the Mid-State reservoirs are not to be allocated to fish and wildlife, 
although these fine reservoirs and canals promise to provide valuable 
and much-needed recreation facilities not only for the people of 
Nebraska but also for those thousands of tourists who travel east and 
west across the great Midwest over transcontinental U.S. Highway 
No. 30. A satisfactor y solution should be worked out on this project 
as methods of cost allocation now proposed by the Bureau of the 
Budget place an undue financial burden on the Mid-State irrigation 
features and on the Missouri Basin power account. 

There has been some difference of opinion expressed in the official 
reports of the executive agencies on the matter of the term of the 
irrigation repayment contract. 

Senator Anperson. What is the term in the proposal? How many 
years? 

Mr. Domriny. Forty. 

Senator Curtis. Forty. 

This should not be considered as a barrier to your favorable con- 
sideration of this much-needed project as I am advised that the Mid- 
State board will accept any reasonable contract repayment period. 
In fact, the Mid-State officials have assured me that they will accept 
any reasonable proposal with respect to local cost sharing, fish and 
Ww ildlife allocation, and length of repayment contract so long as they 
are given the same treatment as is currently being afforded other 
authorized Federal reclamation projects. 

We do not ask for any special privilege. We are not seeking to 
pioneer in doing something more than other good projects have done. 

In this atmosphere of cooperation, I trust that this committee will 
quickly resolve the three comparatively simple basic policy problems 
that have been brought to you in the Mid-State proposal. I am 
assured that all technical matters concerning this project at this stage 
of the development have been satisfactorily worked out. The purely 
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and | policy matters that remain are clearly within the jurisdiction of this 

and committee and we urge that you take early and favo ‘able action on the 
authorization of the Mid-State project as a unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. 


mn, Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit the statement of my 

1, colleague, Senator Hruska. 

‘ado- Senator Anperson. Without objection, that will be inserted in the 
record at the conclusion of your remarks. 

onal Senator Curtis. Senator Hruska wanted to be here very badly. It 
is my understanding that his son graduates from flight sc hool this 
morning. 

uma- Also I would like to submit a copy of a resolution adopted by the 
Nebraska Reclamation Association. 

Yes,” Senator ANvERSON. That also will be received and put in the record 

Our | at this point. 

aVies | (The resolution follows :) 

wn NEBRASKA RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 

ean | RESOLUTION NO. 19—COOPERATION WITH NEBRASKA MID-STATE PROJECT 


Whereas the primary purpose of the Nebraska Reclamation Association is 
nted | to encourage, promote, and support the conservation, utilization, and develop- 
f the | ment of the land and water resources of Nebraska and these United States; and 
llife, Whereas the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, sponsor of the multi- 
able purpose Mid-State project, has, since 1958, through legislation, sought the 
cooperation of the Congress and the assistance of the U.S. Government and its 
e of agencies in the financing and the construction of the project on a local basis ; and 
and Whereas hearings on the Mid-State project proposals by congressional com- 
way nittees have been held in Grand Island in 1955 and in Washington, D.C., in 
oject 1958 and 1959 without tangible results in authorization of construction and 
th requested financial assistance ; and 
ne 6 Whereas the district, in July 1959, (1) petitioned the Congress to designate 
ition the Mid-State project and its proposals as an integral part of the Missouri 
Basin project: and (2) the Secretary of the Interior to construct the project 
cial under Federal reclamation laws ; and 
: the Whereas H.R. 8985 and S. 2640 were subsequently introduced in the Congress 
for this purpose: Now be it 
Resolwed, That this association urge the Congress, together with the Secre- 
nany tary of the Interior, the Secretary of Defense, and other interested Federal 
agencies to cooperate with the proposals of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclama- 
tion agencies to cooperate with the proposals of the Nebraska Mid-State Rec- 
lamation District and to expedite and approve the pending legislation for the 
authorization of the construction of the Mid-State multipurpose project in 
con- | Nebraska. 
Mid- Adopted at Nebraska Reclamation Association Annual Convention, Columbus, 
riod. Nebraska., November 11, 1959. 


cept Senator Curtis. And one other resolution, legislative resolution 
and | No. 27, adopted by the Nebraska Legislature in its 1959 session. 
they I want to call to the attention of the committee in connection there- 


‘ther | with that the number they referred to was the old bill, but, neverthe- 
less, the basic essentials of the project were before the legislature 
ie to | when they passed the resolution. 


lone. (The resolution follows :) 

will F 

lems NEBRASKA LEGISLATURE 

[ am | WSISLATIVE RESOLUTION 27—ADOPTED BY NEBRASKA LEGISLATURE AT ITS 1959 
stage SESSION 

irely Whereas the Nebraska Legislature, in 1947, unanimously approved the Ne- 


braska reclamation act which would permit the org ranization of the Nebraska 
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Mid-State Reclamation District to further develop proposals of the multi. 
purpose Mid-State project ; and 

Whereas the greatest economic loss to our State each year is the water we 
still allow to escape either unused or just partially used ; and 

Whereas the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District is designed as a multi- 
purpose project to conserve and utilize the streamflow of water for ditch irriga. 
tion and recharge the ground-water supply from which many irrigation wells 
draw their supply for pump irrigation and to replenish our underground water 
supply which will be beneficial to future generations in development of industry 
and for municipal and domestic use; and F 

Whereas there is now pending before the U.S. Congress, 8. 1529 and H.R, 973, 
H.R. 3662, and H.R. 50738, which provide for authorization of construction of 
the Mid-State project and its subsequent financing with the assistance and ¢o. 
operation of the U.S. Government, as usually given Federal projects in the 
past; and 

Whereas the State of Nebraska and its officials have continuously and whole- 
heartedly supported the Mid-State project proposals and its development: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Nebraska Legislature in 69th session 
assembled: 

(1) That the legislature memorializes the Interior Committees of the 86th 
Congress to support the Mid-State project proposals and approve the legislation 
for its authorization of construction. 

(2) That copies of this resolution, suitably engrossed, be transmitted by the 
clerk of the legislature to Hon. Walter Rogers, chairman of the congressional 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, and to each member from Nebraska 
in the Senate of the United States and in the House of Representatives of the 
United States. 

Dwicut W. Burney, 
President of the Legislature, 


Senator Curtis. I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprerson. I understand that Representative McGinley is 
not present. 

Mr. Lineweraver. He is tied up in the House Interior Committee. 

Senator Anperson. In case he desires to submit a statement, we 
will put it in the record. 

Senator Curtis. I think that would be fine, and I thank you. 

(The statement of Senator Hruska follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. RoMAN L. Hruska, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to speak on behalf of the bill which has for 
its purpose the inclusion of the proposed Nebraska Mid-State reclamation 
project as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 

The Mid-State Reclamation District finds its beginning many years ago when 
farsighted local leaders organized in an effort to provide surface-water irriga- 
tion to farms where ground water was not available in sufficient amounts. Like 
wise, means to bring about adequate flood protection was an important factor 
in the organization of the district. 

Irrigation has developed at a rapid rate within the district. The many new 
irrigation wells has caused a serious drop in the ground-water table. Ground 
water is being withdrawn faster than it is being replenished from natural 
sources. Local interests have not been idle during this time. The people of 
the district have contributed over $900,000 through public subscription and 
taxes for the development of the project. Other witnesses will provide the 
committee with information on the engineering and financial aspects of the 
district. It has a favorable cost benefit ratio. 

While there may be differences of opinion on certain policy matters relating 
to this project, I feel confident that the good faith of the Federal agencies as well 
as the spokesmen for the project will bring about a just and fair reconciliation. 
I urge that the committee take early and favorable action of the authorization 
of the Mid-State project as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 
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Senator Anperson. Mr. Dominy. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY PAUL 
L. HARLEY, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Dominy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You have already 
placed into the record the favorable report from the Secretary of the 
Interior in which the Department has recommended enactment of 
this measure, and I would like to read the statement which I have 
prepared. ; 

Senator ANprERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, I am pleased to have this opportunity to 
recommend enactment of the pending bill to include the Nebrask: 
Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. This is a pro- 
posal which fits logically into the Missouri River Basin project plan 
and will contribute much toward ultimate realization of the benefits 
that the project was designed to provide. 

The provision of an assured water supply to the Platte River 
Basin in central Nebraska has long been recognized as a necessary 
adjunct to the continued growth and prosperity of that area. Our 
report on the Missouri River Basin project, Senate Document 191, 
78th Congress, contemplated service to the area included in the 
present. project. Of course, that report was adopted as part of the 
1944 Flood Control Project Act. 

That. plan, however, was predicated in part upon the use of water 
imported from the Loup Rivers, which might have involved water 
right difficulties inherent in intervalley transfers of water in 
Nebraska. 

The Nebraska Mid-State unit plan does not involve such transfers, 
but provides for effective use of surface and ground waters available 
within the Platte River Valley. If in future years the need for 
additional irrigation or more water for any purpose in the Mid-State 
area should become apparent, and if the existing impediments to 
transbasin transfers of water should be clarified favorably or re- 
moved, the project we are now considering could be expanded to 
utilize imported water comparatively easily and economically. 

The sponsors’ original intention was to build the Mid-State irriga- 
tion and power project entirely with their own funds, but they found 
that the costs of such a project would have been beyond their ability 
to finance. Therefore, they proposed that authorization be sought 
for Federal Government loans for those portions of the project cost 
which if it were a Federal project would be reimbursable and grants 
for this nonreimbursable functions. 

Bills to provide for such Federal participation in the Nebraska 
Mid-State project were introduced beginning in 1953. After such 
bills had been considered by two Congresses, without enactment, the 
sponsors decided, since the proposed project plan embraces irrigation, 
flood control, power, recreation, and fish and wildlife, all prime pur- 
poses recognized in the multipurpose Missouri River Basin project, 
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to seek authorization of the plan as a unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. 

Senator Anperson. “Bills to provide for such Federal participa: 
tion * * * introduced beginning in 1953.” This is the bill for Fed. 
eral participation. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; but I was referring back. 

First they were going to try to build it with their own resourees 
under the Nebraska conservancy district act. 

Senator Anperson. Then you say “bills to provide for such Fed- 
eral participation.” 

Mr. Domriny. I probably should have said on a loan-and-grant basis 
rather than by Federal constructicn as is now contemplated. 

The earlier bills provided that the district would be the construct- 
ing agent with loans and grants provided by the Federal Government 
to provide the financing. Now, the present plan is to incorporate it 
again into the Missouri River Basin plan. 

These lands were all included at one time as part of the Missouri 
River Basin project, as authorized by the 1944 Flood Control Act, 
and in effect it is a reauthorization that is being considered by the 
Congress under the present bills. 

In formulating the project plan, the district sought and received 
the advice of the Bureau of Reclamation on a number of technical 
matters, particularly on agricultural economics and economic analysis, 
Because the Bureau’s rough cost estimates were considerably higher 
than those of the district’s engineers, a firm of consulting engineers 
was employed to prepare an independent estimate and to consider 
other points in difference. All parties are now in agreement on the 
cost estimates, within the limitations of normal deviation in such 
estimates. 

Senator ANprerson. Because the Bureau’s rough estimates were 
higher than those of the district engineers, a firm of consulting engi- 
neers was employed. What did the consulting engineers find out? 
What was their report ? 

Mr. Dominy. Their report indicated a cost estimate approximately 
in the middle between the Mid-State agency—— 

Senator AnpERSON. What was your cost estimate? 

Mr. Domrny. Mr. Harley, I think, can give you those. 

This was back a number of years ago when the plan was first 
formulated. 

Senator Anprerson. Bring it up to date and put it on 1960 figures. 
What is your cost ? 

Mr. Harter. $81,500,000. 

Senator Anperson. What was the figure in 1944, or whenever it 
was, that you made the first study ? 

Mr. Dominy. The first study and the figures that were included in 
the Senate document that we referred to would not be comparable 
because that was to have applied to a larger area than is now en- 
visioned, but the estimates that we had in 1953 were in the neighbor- 
hood of what, Paul? 

Mr. Hartey. $84 million. 

Senator Anperson. And they should be accelerated somewhat, 
should they not, by now ? 
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Mr. Dominy. There have been some additional revisions in the proj- 
ect plan so that we are now down to a firm cost estimate of $81,500,000 
on today’s prices. 

Senator ANpERSON. What did the independent people come up with ? 

Mr. Harvey. $76,400,000 in round figures. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. What did the district have ? 

Mr. Hartey. At that time the district had about $71 million. 

Senator Anperson. Is this not. a little unusual to bring in consulting 
engineers to review the figures of the Bureau of Rec ‘lamation # 

Senator Curtis. Senator, may I speak to that point just a minute? 

Senator Anperson. I would like to have Mr. Dominy’s answer and 
then you may be heard. 

Mr. Dominy. It came about in this fashion, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprerson. Have you ever before had a set of Bureau of 
Reclamation figures challe1 ized and then an independent group be 
brought in to review the figures / 

Mr. Dominy. Not on any project that we were designing and pro- 
posing to build under a reclamation project authorization, but that 
was not the case at that time. Even though it was authorized to us, 
we had originally visualized a much broader project which would have 
involved transbasin transfers of water and, under Nebraska law, this 
cannot be done. 

There were some attempts made to get the Nebraska Legislature to 
amend their act without success and, at this point, the Mid-State peo- 
ple formed their own conservancy district and confined their project 
plan to the Platte River alone without the transbasin water. 

In order for them to get up before Congress, they needed the Secre- 
tary of the Interior’s report on their plan, and the Secretary asked the 
Bureau of Reclamation to review it. 

Our engineers could not agree with the plan and estimates of the 
Mid-State’s consulting engineers, and at this point the Secretary, after 
a number of meetings, said he wanted a rec ognized firm of consultants 
to review the matter and report to him. 

This was the reason for that process, but you are absolutely correct 
that this is unusual and it never has been done on any authorized 

roject that the Bureau was designing to build. However, the Mid- 
tate project was in a little different category at that time. 

Now, the purpose of this bill is to bring it back into the fold as a 
regular Missouri River Basin project for construction by the Bureau 
of Reclamation and to be allocated and financed in exactly similar 
manner as the other Missouri Basin units. 

The local sponsors have expended over $1 million of moneys col- 
lected by general solicitation and ad valorem tax levies on district 
lands in investigating this project, writing the report, and bringing 
it before the Congress. Most of the cooperative work of the Bureau 
of Reclamation has been, and continues to be, financed by the dis- 
trict. This is evidence of the outstanding local interest and active 
sponsorship of the project, and of itself vouches for the sincerity and 
good faith of the sponsors. 

In the department’s letter of April 20, 1960, to the chairman of this 
committee, we outlined the background ‘of this proposed unit, recom- 
mended the enactment of the proposed legislation, and presented an 
evaluation statement by the Bureau of Reclamation appraising the 
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plan under the criteria applied to proposed units of the Missourj 
River Basin project. 

I do not propose to discuss at length the physical plan and economi¢ 
justification for the Nebraska Mid- State unit. 

We covered those aspects thoroughly in testimony before this com. 
mittee on previous bills in 1958 and “1959. Today, I would like to 
discuss some of the unusual aspects of the project. 

The plan involves the rescue of a highly developed and growing 
agricultural area and thriving municipalities from their dependence 
on a ground-water aquifer which appears to have exceeded its prac- 
tical limit of safe yield. It proposes to stabilize and replenish the 
ground waters and to expand the water use in the area by application 
of surface waters and the careful regulation of the ground-water 
levels through a complex system of reservoirs, canals, laterals, dis- 
trict wells, drainage facilities, and floodw ays. This will not be easily 
ace omplished, but it can be done through the integration of all facili- 
ties and with the cooperation of all concerned. 

One problem area of the operation will be the maintenance of 
desirable water levels and water quality in portions of the area by 
balancing surface water application and withdrawals from Ru 
aquifer through wells and drains. 

The available water is adequate to serve an irrigable area of 140,000 
acres of the approximately 363,000 acres deemed arable within the 
district boundaries. The specific tracts to be irrigated have not yet 
been determined, nor have the lands of the entire arable area been 
classified to Bureau of Reclamation standards. This lack of detailed 
land classification and definite delineation of specific lands for sery- 
ice in advance of project authorization is not serious, however, for 
four reasons: 

(1) About 259,000 acres scattered throughout the district now irri- 
gated from ground. water pumping demonstrate the productivity of 
the land under irrigation ; 

(2) Recent soil surveys conducted by the Department of Agri- 
culture are available on most of the lands; 

(3) Sample areas have been classified to Bureau standards and the 
results eee to provide data on the entire area; and 

(4) Letters of intent to irrigate from project works have been 
received by the district encompassing 113,000 acres. 

Based on such data and on farm budget studies performed by the 
Bureau for the nearby North Loup division, average costs for dis- 
tribution systems, laterals, drains, and farm dev elopments were used 
for analysis. Specific costs for service to the lands ultimately selected 
for irrigation from project works will be determined when detailed 
studies are undertaken before construction. 

Senator Anperson. Would you go back and tell me what you do 
have? How much land is there in this area? How much acreage! 

Mr. Domtny. There are about 363,000 acres total in the area that 
could be served by the Mid-State project, that is, arable land. 

Senator Anperson. What is on that land now? 

Mr. Domtiny. All of these lands are now being farmed, some in 
pump irrigation and the bulk of them in dry land agriculture. These 
are basically good agricultural lands. 

Senator Anperson. Would you indicate roughly between what 
cities. 
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Mr. Dominy. Yes; this area extends from Kearney, Nebr., on the 
north side of the Platte River, to Central City. It is those good 
alluvial lands along the Platte Rive Tr. 

I was born within 10 miles of this area and | have been familiar 
with it all my life. 

There is no question in my mind that we will find 140,000 acres of 
ood lands that will want the water because their ground- water is 
Piling and their dependence on ground water they know is limited. 
They have to have this supplemental water if they are going to main- 
tain their present economy and expand it. 

Senator ANprrson. Are these little blue strips that are there, those 
fingers, the lands to be developed, or are they lands already developed ¢ 
What are those little blue fingers ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Those strips on the project map are the reservoirs 
from which we get the water supply primarily. ‘They are on the 
tributary streams coming into the Platte River all along that area. 

Senator ANpERSoN. Mr. Dominy, I am referring to these little areas 
along these streams, Are you g going to irrigate ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. No; that is ‘all water supply. Those are actually 
storage reservoirs. 

Senator ANDERSON. Twenty-three reservoirs ? 

Mr. Dominy. Twenty-three of them. They have a surface area of 
about 25,000 acres. 

Mr. Harter. One of the reasons, Senator Anderson, why there are 
somany of them and why it might not first appear that they are all 
necessary is that they have another function which is flood control 
in shutting off the upland runoff from the valley which lies below 
those reservoirs. 

Senator Anperson. Has the valley been flooded from these areas / 

Mr. Hartey. Yes. 

Senator AnpeRsoN. Frequently / 

Mr. Hartey. Repeatedly flooded by the upland runoff. 

Mr. Dominy. The valley is bordered on the north by some pretty 
rough rolling range land and when those flash floods and heavy rains 
of short duration hit you have something of the same problem you 
have in New Mexico when your arroyos run water. 

Water pours out of that area down into the valley and causes 
damage and, of course, it does contribute when the Platte River is in 
flood to peak it further down as well. 

The multiple purpose reservoirs, canals, and floodways proposed 
would renee a high degree of flood protection to the district lands 
and to other areas in the Platte River V alley. The Corps of Engi- 
neers, acndvnant of the Army, has calculated the benefits which 
would be realized from this degree of flood protection, and those 
benefits were used as the basis for the allocation of project costs to 
this purpose. However, the Chief of Engineers, in his letter of June 
16, 1958, suggested that the degree of protection afforded by such 
works i is considerably greater than that nor mally provided for agri- 
cultural areas, and may be beyond the point where the excess of 
benefits over costs would be a maximum. 

Senator ANpEerson. Can you explain that ? 


** * and may be beyond the point where the excess of benefits over costs 
would be a maximum. 
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What does he mean by that ? 

Mr. Dominy. I would like Mr. Harley to comment on this. 

Senator Anperson. You do not understand it, either? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, I think I understand, but I know Mr. Harley 
does. 

Senator Anperson. I ordinarily can read English and understand 
it, but this is beyond me, so you will have to take me very patiently 
through and tell me what that i 1s. 

Mr. Hartey. The maximum protection provided by this system of 
reservoirs and flood channels would be equivalent. to protecting Valley 
lands against a flood of about a hundred year frequency. That 18 de- 
sirable, “but perhaps goes somewhat beyond the point of maximum 
justification. We use the approach that any time additional works 
and costs can be added and increase the total magnitude of the net 
benefits, then we should add those facilities. 

Any time the increment of cost is greater than the increment of 
benefits we can go no further. 

That is what this sentence means. 

Mr. Dominy. The Corps, in effect, is questioning whether we may 
have gone a little too far with our flood plan. 

Mr. Hartry. An adjustment in the final detailed studies may need 
to be made and we would seek this point of maximization of benefits, 

Senator Anprerson. If the Corps thinks you have gone a little too 
far, was that necessary in order to make the project feasible? 

Mr. Domriny. No, sir. If we have gone too far we could back off and 
reduce costs and reduce the flood control allocation. 

Mr. Hartey. Mr. Chairman, actually it would be just the opposite, 
It imposes a greater load on the project than would be true if we did 
cut it back somewhat. I think we are referring here more to the 
capacity that is tentatively provided in the flood channels rather than 
the reservoirs. 

Mr. Dominy. The Bureau of the Budget is clearing the Depart- 
ment’s proposed legislative report on this bill, commented on four sig- 
nificant policy questions; namely, (1) the length of the water users’ 
repayment period, (2) the allocation of costs to fish and wildlife, (3) 
the inclusion of commercial power features in the authorization, and 

(4) local participation in flood control costs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation would have no objection if your com- 
mittee sees fit to extend the repayment period from 40 to 50 years as 
the Bureau of the Budget recommended. 

Senator Anprerson. Ordinarily is there not a desire on the part of 
these districts to spread out the repayment period as far as possible! 
[s that not a matter of argument ordinarily ? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes; but if you keep the same annual rate of payment 
they, of course, would prefer to pay that same rate over a shorter period 
of years. 

Usually, the reason they want a longer period is to pay a smaller 

amount per year. If the Congress wants this district to pay up to 
their ability to pay for 50 years instead of up to their ability to pay 
for 40 years, we would have no objection. 

Senator Anperson. That is what T am trying to get to. 

In order to keep it within the ability of the district to pay you 
reduced the figure down to where they could pay it out in 10 years 
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The Bureau of the Budget suggested you keep on paying for 50 years 
in order to take a larger share of it. 

Mr.-Domerny. In order to get a larger portion of the cost from the 
irrigators, yes, sir. : 

Senator Anperson. How much of this is repayable by the district, 
by the farmers ; 

Mr. Dominy. About 59 percent of the irrigation allocation would 
be repaid by the irrigators under this proposal in a 40-year period. 

Senator Anperson. And if you want 50 years or 60 years, what 
would happen ? 

Mr. Harvey. 64 percent on the one analysis. 

Senator ANDERSON. 64 percent at 50 years? 

Mr. Harry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dominy. If you went 60 you would get even a higher percent- 
age, of course. 

Senator Anperson. They originally suggested 60 years. What 
would that repay ? 

Mr. Dominy. At that time we were working on the assumption 
that they could pay the entire cost in 60 years. They could have done 
that if we could have built the project at their cost estimate. 

At our cost estimate, some assistance from power revenues would 
be required even in 60 years. It would be about 88 percent, Mr. 
Harley figures. 

Mr. Harwey. It would increase the percentage just a half over 
what we have, which would put it up in the 80-percent category. 

Senator Anprerson. If it only goes from 59 percent in 40 years to 
64 percent at 50 years, how does it happen to jump to 88 percent in 
60 years ¢ 

Mr. Hartry. I am making some quick calculations. It would be 
more like 70 percent in 50 years. 

Senator Anprerson. 70 percent ? 

Mr. Dominy. About 70 percent. 

Senator AnpeErson. All right. That is a little better. 

Mr. Domriny. The original proposal of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District would have involved a 60-year repayment 
period. All existing repayment contracts under the Missouri River 
Basin project. have specified a 40-year repayment. period. 

Senator Anprerson. Those are the only contracts you have; are 
they? Do you not have some reclamation projects that take more 
than 40 years? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Anperson. Around 85 years? 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Why should they be 40 years? 

Mr. Domrny. We are bringing this into the multiple-purpose 
Missouri Basin project and, if it. is considered on the same basis as 
the others, then a 40-year contract would be the pattern. However, 
inthe Missouri Basin contracts we have put in provisions for review 
and renewal after 40 years in the light of the Missouri River Basin 
project financial outlook at that time. 

We have two types of contracts on our Missouri Basin units, Mr. 
Chairman. We have what we call water service contracts and the 
distribution system repayment contracts. 
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In the case of the water service contracts, we have inter preted the 
law that we can write them only for 40 years at any one time, but 
that we can extend them by a succeeding contract if we need addi- 
tional revenues on these multiple- purpose projects to achieve the 
proper payout that was visualized in the authorizing act. In every 
case on the Missouri Basin up to now—this was started when Mr, 
Lineweaver was Chief of the Irrigation Division in Reclamation— 
we have written 40-year contracts up to their ability to pay on both 
the distribution system and the water service contract. Then at the 
end of 40 years, if we need additional revenues, we could extend the 
water service contracts on for such number of years additional as 
would be necessary to balance out the project. 

Senator ANpERSsOoN. I am not going to go into the Missouri River, 
because the last time we started into it we found out that by listen. 
ing a whole lot of things a long time ago they claimed to have author- 
ized all these projects ‘under the Missouri River Basin Act and some 
day that is going to be challenged very, very roughly. 

Mr. Dominy. I could not agree with you more ¢ and that is why we 
are back here now with this one and why we are back with Garrison 
and others. We, too, think that that authorization was pretty broad 
and that we need to review with Congress before we take on the 
actual construction of these units, Mr. Chairman. 

However, they have contained provisions for review and renewal 
after 40 years in the light of the Missouri River Basin project finan- 
cial outlook at that time. 

There would appear to be no practical advantage either to the 
United States or to the district in modifying that polices y. 

The interconnected foothills reservoirs and wildlife developments 
along the Platte River included in this plan would provide ideal 
fishing and waterfowl hunting opportunities in an area where such 
facilities are now limited. Rec ognizing the intensive use of the pro- 
posed facilities by sportsmen which may be anticipated, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service has calculated that an average annual benefit of 
$380,500 will be realized. Specific costs in the order of magnitude 
of $2 million will be incurred for acquisition of lands, fencing, im- 
proving habitat, and fish protective devices. 

An allocation of $10,846,000 results from use of these figures in 
the separable costs-remaining benefits method of allocation “for the 
unit. 

Senator Anprerson. Would you just put in the record how that 
figure for fish and wildlife compares with the whole Upper Colorado 
storage project which covers four Rocky Mountain States with a 
great deal of recreation ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; I would like to place a statement in the record 
on that and explain the reallocation in process now on the Colorado 
storage project. 

(The following statement was subsequently provided for the 
record :) 


The following data are presented in response to Senator Anderson’s questions 
during hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on 
S. 2640 (Mid-State project, Nebraska) on May 20, 1960. The questions had to 
do with the apparent discrepancy in the proportions of the total costs allocated 
to fish and wildlife for the Mid-State unit as compared with those for the 
Colorado River storage project. 
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The allocations to fish and wildlife and to all other purposes are derived in 
poth instances by application of the calculated benefits through the separable 
costs-remaining benefits method. The fish and wildlife benefits are calculated 
py the Fish and Wildlife Service and furnished to the Bureau of Reclamation. 
In the case of the Mid-State unit, the Fish and Wildlife Service has com- 
pleted a fairly detailed analysis and has furnished an annual benefit figure 
which may be considered essentially complete and final. The Service has not 
had time, opportunity, nor funds to enable it to derive figures of comparable 
accuracy and completeness for the Colorado River storage project. The data 
which have been furnished to, and used by the Bureau of Reclamation, to date 
are therefore incomplete and it is expected that the benefit figures and the cost 
allocations derived from them will be much greater in the final analysis. 

Under terms of the Colorado River Storage Project Act, Publie Law 485, 
84th Congress, the Secretary is directed to provide to the Congress annually 
a financial analysis of the Colorado River storage project and the participating 
projects. These annual reports will reflect the additional information on 
fish and wildlife benefits and other project functions as they are determined, 
and will include cost allocations based on those new benefits. 

Even though we anticipate a significant increase in the allocations to non- 
reimbursable purposes for the Colorado River storage project, we do not 
foresee nonreimbursable allocations in the magnitude (percentagewise) of those 
in the Mid-State unit. Over 50 percent of the costs of the Colorado River 
storage project are for specific power facilities and are, of course, allocated 
to power. This leaves less than half the total costs as joint costs to be allo- 
cated among all project purposes, including power. Thus, the relative amount 
that can be allocated to the other project purposes is limited. It is extremely 
wuilikely therefore, even though the same basic allocation procedure is employed, 
that the allocations to fish and wildlife for the Colorado River storage project 
will be as large a percentage of the total cost as they are in the Mid-State unit. 

Senator Anprerson. How much is it as you have it currently 
figured ¢ 

Mr. Dominy I think around a million dollars is all we allocated for 
those purposes. 

Senator Anperson. Here is an area of 150 probably in extent and 
ithasa valuation of $10 million. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; but at the time of this preliminary authoriza- 
tion, no detailed studies comparable to what has been done on 
Mid-State had been made by Fish and Wildlife Service. We fully 
anticipate that with the amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Coordi- 
nation Act of 1958 and with the detailed studies, we will have much 
greater allocations in the Colorado storage project. We understand 
the Secretary has authority to make those allocations in the project 
authorization, so that I am quite confident, Senator Anderson, that 
when we finish on the Colorado storage project. that the discrepancy 
that you are pointing out. will not hold in final analysis. 

md 5 : 

Senator AnpErRsoN. How much was there allocated to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service when this group was contemplating doing it by 
itself ? 

Mr. Hartey. An amount slightly greater than this. 

Mr. Dominy. The original report on this had an allocation even 
greater than this, as I recall. 

Mr. Harter. Yes; it was greater. We will have it in just a 
moment. 

CY r 

Senator Anperson. You have a greater area ? 

Mr. Dominy. No; the original report was on this area, this plan. 

Mr. Harter. It. was $10,863,000. 

Mr. Domrny. Slightly greater. 

Senator Anperson. It is $17,000 out of $10 million. 
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Mr. Harury. Yes, sir: substantially the same. 

Senator Anperson. Did not the Bureau of the Budget have some. 
thing to say about this? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; I want to comment on that. The Bureau of the 
Budget recommends that only the specific costs be allocated to fish 
and wildlife. We have allocated a share of the joint costs of the 
reservoirs and certain other project works to fish and wildlife, be. 
cause none of these benefits could be realized except for those joint 
works. For example, the lands in the vicinity of the proposed 
reservoirs which are to be purchased for fish and wildlife purposes 
have no value for that use except by reason of their proximity to the 
reservoirs. 

The purchase price of such dry lands therefore should not be deemed 
a measure of the cost which is justified to be allocated to fish and 
wildlife. 

Senator Anperson. Do you know about how many an acre is being 
charged for those dry lands ? ; 

Mr. Dominy. Those lands would vary a great deal. I expect they 
would run from around a minimum of $150 an acre to as much as 
$250 to $300, if they are good arable lands. 

Senator ANperson. Do you havea different answer ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. The actual allowance is $75 for the poorer 
lands, pasture lands, and about $250 for the better lands. They are 
not high-class lands. 

Mr. Dominy. Our proposed allocation of joint and specifie costs 
to fish and wildlife is, in our judgment, consistent with the intent of 
Congress as we interpret the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
L958. 

We certainly do not understand that we were to be confined in the 
allocation process for fish and wildlife to the specific added cost for 
that function. 

Senator Anperson. I do not think you were. 

Mr. Dominy. Of the four proposed hydroelectric powerplants, only 
one will be constructed initially. Its output will be used to meet the 
district’s irrigation pumping requirements and this plant is considered 
an irrigation facility. Final plans may require that it be located at 
the Prairie Creek site as suggested, or at another appropriate site, 
Construction of the three remaining plants is deferred pending com- 
pletion of detailed engineering studies. 

Senator ANnperson. How much power will be developed in that 
plant ? 

Mr. Haruey. 16,800 kilowatts. 

Mr. Lineweaver. In your first plan ? 

Senator Anperson, At what sort of a cost ? 

Mr. Hartey. The cost is $5,234,000. 

Senator AnpErson. What would your kilowatt cost be? 

Mr. Harter. Approximately $300 per kilowatt. 

Senator Anperson. You can build a coal plant for $155 a kilowatt. 
How much will the hydroelectric power cost you in and out of the 
plant, the mills? 

Mr. Trommersnausen (W. FE. Trommershausen, engineer, R. W. 
Beck & Associates). Six to seven mills. 
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Mr. Hartey. The total cost, though, in this instance being con- 
sidered as an irrigation facility, would be somewhat less; would it 
not # 

Senator ANpERsON. We had better have your name here on the 

d. 
ier. TROMMERSHAUSEN. W. E. Trommershausen with R. W. Beck 
& Associates, consultant engineers to Mid-State. 

The 6 to 7 mills that I discussed is based upon 3 percent interest. 

Senator ANDERSON. It is or is not? 

Mr. TromMersHaAvseEN. It is. It does include the 3 percent. If the 
one unit is to be constructed for irrigation alone, it would be without 
interest. 

We did not compute that cost on a comparable basis. The commer- 
cial power is 6 to7 mills. The irrigation power would be less by the 
3-percent-interest component. 

Senator ANprerson. This would not be very firm power, though; 
would it ¢ 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator AnpErson. Does it rain all year around up there? I used 
to drive through there with some regularity. I used to live in South 
Dakota. I do not think it rained quite that regularly. 

Mr. ‘TromMERSHAUSEN. On this project the original engineer that 
originally designed it proposed to use reversible turbine pump gener- 
ators, and since the reservoirs are so situated by using steam power at 
night you can pump water back uphill to the next reservoir and return 
it durmg the day when it is used, and to that extent it does provide 
firm peaking power and without consuming water. 

Mr. Haruey. One other observation, Mr. Chairman, is that this 
irrigation hydroelectric plant fits in with the operation of the irriga- 
tion system during the summer and, naturally, when the largest 
amount of water is being run through the channels to go to the lands, 
it is also producing a maximum of power to be used in irrigation 
pumping. 

Senator Anperson. That, I think, is sound. I would not argue that 
one. 

Mr. Domrny. The proposal includes short penstocks and other mini- 
mum provisions for future installation of powerplants at these sites. 

The Bureau of the Budget amendment would limit authorization 
to one powerplant specifically at the Prairie Creek site, and would 
withhold authorization of the other three plants. If the authoriza- 
tion remains in the bill, the feasibility and justification for each 
powerplant will be established by detailed studies before funds are 
requested for its construction. 

I might add that if our studies indicate that the power installation 
would not be economic, we would withdraw the plan to provide the 
penstocks and the foundations for the powerhouses. At the moment 
it looks like it would be good business to put in the penstocks and 
the foundations, because it looks like the powerplants might ulti- 
mately be a feasible undertaking. 

The Bureau of the Budget in commenting on the proposed legis- 
lation called attention to other pending legislation (S. 2060) which 
would require local contributions to the extent of 30 percent of the 
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costs allocated to flood control, and recommended that the Mid-State 
bill be amended to include such local contributions. 

The Corps of Engineers has pointed out that the costs of right. 
of-way, highway bridge alterations, and operations and oper: ation 
and maintenance of channel and floodway features of the project 
would be borne by local interests for similar local protection proj- 
ects, under its laws and polici les, recognizing, however, the lack of 
prec cedent, in applying this principle to multiple- purpose projects, 

Prior to the Mid-State unit, in its planning studies for the Missouri 
River Basin project, the Bureau had not encountered the problem of 
local costs sharing with referenc e to flood control functions. A 
similar problem did arise in connection with the Ksquatzel channel 
on the Columbia Basin project. This feature provides flood control 
protection for the town of Pasco, Wash., in addition to irrigation 
drainage. In the Appropriations C ommittees’ reports on the fiscal 
year 1958 public works appropriation bill, the Bureau was directed 
to construct this multipurpose feature. The portion of the cost 
allocated to flood control is considered nonreimbursable, and there 
has been no local cost sharing. 

I cite that only because it seems to me it is a case that is almost 
exactly parallel to the floodways that are involved here. 

Under reclamation law and the Missouri River Basin project 
authorization, we have not been requir ing local contributi lions toward 
flood control costs. Since the Mid- State plan is formulated on the 
basis of the water users paying in accordance with their ability to 
repay and of full use of conservancy district revenues, imposing 
such a requirement on the local interests would result only in increased 
requirements for assistance from Missouri River Basin project reve- 
nues. This is demonstrated by the alternative analysis contained 
in our evaluation statement. 

We have allocated only the specific costs of minimum basic reere- 
ational facilities as nonreimbursable due to the absence of legislation 
setting a national policy on this subject. 

Over a period of 40 years, irrigation water users and conservancy 
district revenues could repay $30,763,800, or 59 percent, of the irriga- 
tion allocation of $51,964,000. Thereafter, the balance, or $21,200,200, 
could be repaid from Missouri River Basin a power revenues, 

Senator Anperson. If we put it on a 50-year basis, what would 
the irrigation water users pay, roughly / 

Mr. Harney. About $38 million. 

Mr. Dominy. As contrasted to the $30 million. 

Senator Anperson. That would leave some $13 million to be repaid 
from Missouri River Basin project revenues ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Mr. Dominy. The economic analysis of the Missouri River Basin 
project, dated December 19: 58, copies of which were furnished this 
committee, indicated that starting in year 2022, after all commercial 
power investments have been paid out, net power revenues, amount- 
ing to about $32 million annually, will be available to assist in repay- 
ing the irrigation costs of all Missouri River Basin projects units. 
The balance of the irrigation allocation on the Nebraska Mid-State 
unit, after 40 years could be repaid, therefore using less than 1 year’s 
net power revenues. 
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Senator Anperson. Are not these power revenues committed to 
some Other project, too? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; that is true. 

Senator ANpeRsSON. You could not pay it all off in 1 year, then; 
could you 4 

Mr. Dominy. In 1 year after we have met the other commitments, 
so in effect Mid-State would not be paid off until about 2046 because 
the revenues are committed to other units if our proposed construction 
schedule is borne out. 

Mr. Harvey. That analysis includes only the units already con- 
structed and those which are scheduled during the next 6 years, 
exclusive of Mid-State. It would be paid out in 2045. Adding 
Mid-State would add 1 year. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right. 

The Nebraska Mid-State unit is a logical addition to the Missouri 
River Basin project. Its benefit-cost ratio is favorable, being greater 
than unity even under the most severe criteria, and the water users 
can pay, and have expressed their willingness to pay, a larger per- 
centage of the irrigation allocation than most other Missouri River 
Basin project units. 

Mr. Paul Harley of the Bureau of Reclamation’s office at Grand 
Island, Nebr., and representatives of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
are prepared to answer further questions about the plan. Local 
sponsors and their consultants vouch for the need for the project and 
their willingness to assume the repayment obligation and other re- 
sponsibilities. We think that this is a worthy project, completely 
feasible and justified, and a sound investment of Federal funds. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Harley, did you have any other comment 
tomake ? 

Mr. Hartry. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any sort of breakdown of this 
land the way you have computed it as to what types of land are in 
this? 

I know you have not finished the work, but you have done some- 
thing on it. 

Mr. Hartey. Are you thinking, Mr. Chairman, in terms of the 
quality of the land ? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Hartry. In the total of 140,000 acres which are contemplated 
for service in project works, 

Senator ANpERSON. Wait just 1 minute. 

As to that irrigable area of 140,000 acres, of 363,000 acres deemed 
arable within the district boundaries, do I understand that not all the 
363,000 will have any chance for irrigation and water? 

Mr. Dominy. Because of the limited water supply; yes, sir, but 
there is a ground-water aquifer there now and by placing enough water 
into this system to supplement irrigation on 140,000, we can prolong 
for a good long while the use of that ground-water aquifer. 

Senator AnpvErson. Does the State of Nebraska have any sort of 
control over the installation of pumps ? 

Mr. Harrry. The problem has been recognized and, as you can well 
appreciate, to bring about a strong major control 

enator AnpeRsoN. You can answer me “yes” or “no.” 
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Mr. Dominy. The answer is “no,” but they are recording the wells. 


Senator Anperson. I am not being critical, but I do not care fop 


a speech on it. 

Does the State of Nebraska have any ground-water control ? 

Mr. Dominy. No. 

Mr. Harter. They have made a start in some initial legislation 2 
years ago. 

Mr. Dominy. All they are requiring is that a well be recorded at 
the moment. 

Senator Anprerson. They have no control over how many wells 
you can put in there. 

Mr. Domriny. No, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why has that been? That area along the 
Platte River has been subject to much controversy both within the 
State and outside the State, has it not, with suits against other States! 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; but that was on natural flow rights as ¢on- 
trasted to ground water. Actually, Nebraska has not faced up to its 
real problem on ground water because its aquifers have been good and 
it is only in recent years that areas of the State where they are over- 
drawing the ground water are beginning to show. In most areas be- 
ing pumped they have not run into that problem as yet. 

Senator Anprrson. If you go ahead with that project then and the 
State has no way of controlling what is done to these other ground- 
water areas, that would put the same burden back in existence : would 
it not? 

Mr. Domriny. I think that in this area, if this project is put in, that 
the balance would be pretty well achieved. 

Senator AnpERsoN. How can ‘you achieve it if somebody wants to 
go ahead and put in 50 wells? 

Mr. Dominy. Since you already have a lot of wells in this area, if 
you provide enough water for the other 140,000 acres, you are going 
a long way toward achieving that balance. Then there is still the ul- 
timate prospect of additional water that could be imported into this 
system if they ever changed the State law and permitted transbasin 
diversion. 

Senator Anprrson. But you cannot build a project on that 
possibility. 

Mr. Dominy. We think that this project is fully sound and can be 
repaid within the water supply for 140,000 acres as is contemplated. 

Senator Anperson. Who pays for the irrigation water on the 140; 
000 acres? Do you pay only on the 140,000 acres, or do you pay on the 
363,000 ? 

Mr. Dominy. The 363 4000, plus all of the towns, railroads, and in- 
dustries pay the ad valorem tax to the conservancy ‘district. The man 
who actually uses the water will pay the water charge. 

Senator Anpgerson. On what basis? 

Mr. Dominy. Acre-feet metered basis. 

Senator Anpverson, For irrigation only. What I am trying to get 
to is if you make a direct specific charge ‘for irr igation water and you 
benefit 140,000 acres Devstly and you ‘benefit indirectly 223,000 acres 
more, do they pay caslanie for the increase in ground-w ater supply, 
or do they do it by ad valorem tax ? 

Mr. Domrny. Just the ad valorem tax. 
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Senator ANpERsSON. How much is that tax ? 

Mr. Domriny. Prior to the time that the project is constructed the 
district can assess only 1 mill. After the project is constructed they 
may assess 2 mills, and at any time that they are in default under any 
of their obligations they may assess a third mill. 

Senator ANpERSON. At $100 an acre for land, that is what? 

Mr. Dominy. They are now getting revenues at 1 mill on their 
resent assessed valuation in the range of $125 million assessed 
valuation. 

With the project that assessed valuation will be increased. 

Senator ANDERSON. Let us go back a bit now. You are getting too 
fast for me. There are 363,000 acres, of which 140,000 will be irri- 

ble land. ‘They will pay on a meter basis. There remains 223,000 
ares that must be worth somewhere in the neighborhood, on an 
assessed basis, maybe $100. How much will they pay for the increase 
in water supply, 2 mills on the $100 valuation; 20 cents an acre? 

Mr. Hartry. It is estimated that the total yield from the conser- 
vancy district will be approximately $300,000. 

Senator ANpERsON. You are getting off into city property. I am 
trying to find out what the assessment is per acre, and I think it is 20 
ents an acre for agricultural land. 

Mr. Harter. About that. 

Senator ANpEeRson. And they have the right to increase that to 30 
ents an acre ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes; they can assess a third mill if they are in any 
trouble with their financing. 

Senator ANperson. What happens on the 140,000 acres? Is there 
my limitation on what they can pay for water? 

Mr. Harter. The stipulated amount that they would be paying for 
rpayment and operation, maintenance, and replacement is about 
$9.30 per acre per year. 

Mr. Dominy. That would be the total water charge per acre. 

Senator ANpERSON. You do not mean to say that they are going to 
tharge the irrigated farms that are now being irrigated, to suddenly 
get a water supply, $9 a year per acre, double what they pay in the 
salt River Valley ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, Every acre that will come into this project for 
ifirm water supply would be paying at that rate. 

Senator ANDERSON. $9 a year? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Have the farmers agreed to that? 

Mr. Dominy. The 113,000 acres have already indicated their will- 
ingness. 

Senator Annerson. They will make that on sugar beets, but they 
anmnot make it on anything else; can they? They cannot make it on 
ilfalfa or wheat, oats, hay, or barley, or anything of that nature. 

Mr. Dominy. This land will, of course, support a very intensive 
wriculture with livestock and heavy yield of corn or grain for silage 
ind a heavy yield of hay for roughage as well as row crops. 

Senator Anperson. How many districts do you have that pay $9 
in acre ? 

Mr. Domtny. We have quite a few districts now where the total 
water bill is in that neighborhood. 
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Senator Anprerson. For instance / 

Mr. Dominy. Well in the Columbia Basin, this new district that 
is just now coming in, the average O. & M. will be $6 an acre and 
when they start paying on construction they will have another $2 on 
top of that and then they will have some district overhead in addition, 
so that they will be paying up to $8.50 or $9 on an average. 

On the Minidoka North Side in Idaho, they are going to have to pay 
up around $12 to $14 an acre because all their water is pumped. Our 
studies indicate that they can do it. 

Some of the older projects, such as you mentioned, the Salt River 
and the North Platte project up the river from here with a somewhat 
shorter growing season and a higher percentage of class 4 land are 
getting by much cheaper than that but their project was built back 
in the twenties, and even earlier, so their costs were very much dif. 
ferent than they are today. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Mr. White and Mr. McBroom. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER 
BASIN STUDIES, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM YX. 
WHITE, ASSISTANT CHIEF 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to be here this morp- 
ing to discuss this problem. 

Lam James T. McBroom, Chief of the Branch of River Basin 
Studies of the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, Fish and 





Wildlife Service, and with me is Mr. William N. White, assistant | 


chief of the same branch. 


Mr. Chairman, we have a statement which I would like to offer | 


for the record and briefly summarize and then, with your permission, 
L would like to address myself to some of the problems that you out- 
lined at the beginning of the hearing. 


This bill would authorize this Department to construct, operate, 


and maintain the Nebraska Mid-State project as a unit in the Missouri 
River Basin project substantially in accordance with the physical 
plan in the Mid-State project report of the Mid-State Reclamation 
District dated April 25, 1958. The fish and wildlife effects of the 
present proposal would be the same as were anticipated under the 
project proposed by the district. 

The Mid-State project is one of those like the Norman project in 
Oklahoma and the Cheney division of the Wichita project of Kansas, 
both on the Great, Plains as well as this one where there is a great 
unsatisfied demagid for water-based recreation depending on fish and 
wildlife resources and very little opportunity for the satisfaction of 
that demand. 

‘This is the case in the Mid-State project area. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife studied the Mid-State 
reclamation project under authority of the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act at the request of the board of directors of the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District when the district was proposing to 
construct this project. The Bureau prepared a report in cooperation 
with the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission which 
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assessed the fish and wildlife resources of the area in relation to the 
water-development plan for the Mid-State project. This report was 
issued on May 9, 1957. 

The fish and wildlife investigations of this project were conducted 
in exactly the same manner as if the project plan had been originally 
developed as a Federal project by the Bureau of Reclamation. In 
accordance with the provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act, effects of the proposed project on fish and wildlife resources 
were determined and measures were designed to protect, develop, and 
improve these resources as a part of the project plan. Consequently, 
there has been no need to restudy the project or revise the fish and 
wildlife plan because of the current proposal to authorize the Mid- 
State project for construc tion by the Bureau of Reclamation as a unit 
of the Missouri River Basin project. The fish and wildlife conserva- 
tion measures originally recommended to the Mid-State District have 
been adopted as a part of the overall project plan. 

This overall project. plan includes the acquisition and development 
of an 11,000-acre Federal refuge and a State-managed public hunting 
area along the Platte River utilizing water supplied by the project. 

It also includes the acquisition of a total of 3,000 acres for State- 
managed waterfowl areas on three of the project reservoirs. Other 
fish and wildlife features include the location of canal inlets to 
provide good fishing, design of pump intakes to permit installation 
of fishery manage ment features, selective clear ing of reservoir sites, 
construction of fish attractors, acquisition of adequate land adjoin- 
ing reservoir sites to insure utilization of fish and wildlife resources, 
assignment of specified lands to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife and the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and Parks Commis- 
sion for fish and wildlife management purposes, and such reasonable 
modification in project. operations as may be recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior or the Nebraska Game, Forestation, and 
Parks Commission for fish and wildlife purposes. 

A total of $1,500,000 has been included in the project costs for 
wildlife refuge land acquisition and initial development and $500,000 
has been included in project costs for minor project modifications 
related to fish and wildlife. 

Annual operation and maintenance costs of the project include 
$7,500 for fish aoe wildlife features including the water supply for 
the waterfowl area 

The Bureau of "Spent Fisheries and Wildlife and the Nebraska 
Game, Forestation, and Parks Commission will bear the subsequent 
development and operation and maintenance costs of the Federal 
refuge and State-managed public hunting areas, respectively. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife has evaluated the 
fish and wildlife benefits of the Mid-State project at $380,500 an- 
nually and considers this to represent a reasonable estimate. The 
computation of these benefits is described in the followi ing statement. 


MID-STATE PROJECT 


METHOD OF COMPUTING FISH AND WILDLIFE BENEFITS 


1. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife has estimated the annual 
benefits to fish and wildlife from the Mid-State project, Nebraska, at $380,500. 
This consists largely of the estimated increase in expenditures by fishermen 
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and hunters resulting from increased fishing and hunting opportunities and 
is believed to represent a measure of the value placed on these sports by the 
participants. 

2. Approximately 213,000 people purchasing about 388,000 fishing licenses 
now live within a 50-mile radius of the 22 reservoirs proposed in the project, 
A much larger population now resides within a 200-mile radius which includes 
Lincoln and Omaha. It is expected that many of the present fishermen from 
these areas together with others of the present population who do not now fish 
would take advantage of the fishing opportunities offered by the 24,000 acres 
of reservoir fishing waters. 

3. The population of the affected area and the proportion of that population 
which fishes are expected to increase substantially over the life of the project, 

4. There is now a shortage of fishing opportunities in south-central Nebraska 
and most of the resident fishermen must travel long distances to find satisfactory 
fishing. The project plans are such that this area would be expected to 
develop into the most attractive and productive fishery in the State of Nebraska, 

5. The project would contain 22 separate reservoirs in its system, each subject 
to special fishery management measures predicated upon its individual capacity 
and potentials and thereby providing opportunities for control not possible in 
large single-reservoir projects. The many small coves and bays would not only 
increase the biological productivity of the impoundments, but would also provide 
sheltered and safe fishing during the windy weather prevalent in this section, 

6. Based on the above considerations, it was estimated that the project would 
receive an average annual use by fishermen of 136,000 man-days over and above 
the limited fishing which is now occurring on the river. 

7. Past studies of fishermen expenditures in Nebraska and adjoining States 
indicated that $2.28 represented a reasonable estimate as to the expected expendi- 
tures per day for fishing in the Mid-State project area. This figure was multi- 
plied by 136,000 to obtain an annual fishery benefit of $309,600 for the project. 

8. Net annual wildlife benefits were computed as follows: 


Upland game hunting________~_- tae E ; — $3, 300 
Waterfowl hunting_____- / , ee eee iS 21, 000 
Big game hunting—- : ; si ‘ 200 
Waterfowl refuge areas__- tae acco mibeion : Capua 41, 000 
Fur-animal trapping 12, 000 


NE iets 7 70, 900 


9. Upland game hunting losses represented a decreased hunting effort of 
1,100 man-days expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for 
the area of $3.02 per day. 

10. Waterfowl! hunting benefits represented an increased hunting effort of 4,870 
man-days expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for the area 
of $4.31 per day. 

11. Big-game hunting represented an increased hunting effort of 30 man-days 
expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for the area of $5.93 
per day. 

12. Since benefits from waterfowl refuges generally are considered by the Bu- 
reau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife to be intangible in the monetary sense and 
such facilities are justified on a judgment basis after consideration of their 
costs, a similar approach was used in connection with this project. The annual 
equivalent cost of the waterfowl] refuge areas, $41,000 was considered to be justi- 
fied and was used as a monetary measure of the benefits as well. 

13. Fur-animal trapping benefits represented expected revenue from the sale 
of substantially increased harvest of pelts each year. 

14. It is interesting to note that the expenditure figures which were used above 
in computing fishing and hunting benefits fall well within the range of prices 
which fishermen and hunters are actually paying in many areas solely for the 
privilege of fishing or hunting in commercially operated fee areas. 


The following are pertinent excerpts from a letter of November 9, 1959, to the 
Honorable Wayne N. Aspinall, Chairman of the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs from Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton: 

“My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method 
used by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and wild- 
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life benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports containing 
estimates based on that method. In evaluating the many technical procedures 
used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the various water 
resources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trained and experienced in 
the specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits for all functions 
of water-resource projects, reliance must be placed on determinations by these 
experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric 
power, havigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served by water- 
resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the exercise of 
judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the basis of the 
evaluated benefits. 
” * * a ug * Ae 

“We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent 
an approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, as 
such, to be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions. We 
believe that the primary value of sport fishing and hunting consists of the satis- 
factions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to a great 
extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges and prod- 
ucts generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available for deter- 
mining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or hunting must 
of necessity be an extramarket estimate. 

+ * * * * as « 

“Under the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fishermen 
and hunters for goods and services used in connection with these sports as a 
basis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the partici- 
pants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishing and hunt- 
ing represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsmen-participants. 

> * x ok * * * 

“It is uot possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be utilized by them- 
selves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The essence of the 
cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual benefits to all 
purposes and to relate them appropriately to total capital project costs in order 
to derive cost allocations to each purpose.” 

Senator Anperson. Could you give us a breakdown to show us how 
that works out ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. This consists largely of estimated increase 
inexpenditures by fishermen and hunters. 

We have computed this benefit as follows, Mr. Chairm: an. 

We estimate that construction of the project will result in increased 
use by fishermen of 136,000 man-days per year. A man-day is one 
fisherman using the area for all or part of 1 day. We have multiplied 
our 136,000 man-day estimate by $2.28 per man-day, representing 
what we believe to be a reasonable and conservative estimate of his 
expenditure. This results in annual fishery benefit of $309,600. 

We have computed the wildlife benefits on the basis of assigning 
mall loss to upland game hunting because of flooding out by the 
reservoirs, again in waterfowl hunting of $21,000, and a big game 
hunting minor gain of $2,000. 

The project plan has as an integral part of the acquisition and de- 
velopment of a waterfowl refuge area along the Platte River. 

We assign the benefits exac tly equal to the cost of that of $ $41,000. 

Finally, there is a fur animal benefit of $12,000, making a total 
wildlife benefit of $70,900, and a total fish and wildlife benefit of 
$380,500. 

Senator Anperson. Can you give me a little help on fur animal 
trapping ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 


Senator Anperson. What will they be trapping there? 
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Mr. McBroom. Such things as muskrats. 

Senator Anperson. Is much of that going on now? 

Mr. McBroom. There is some in that area but the addition of all of 
this water area along there will increase that to some degree. 

The Mid-State project represents an outstanding development 
from a fish and wildlife standpoint. Its system of reservoirs would 
provide recreational fishing opportunities for a great many people 
in an area where such opportunities are very limited at the present 
time. Much of this fishing would be done from boats and would be 
of the type generally participated in by family groups. Since the 
project would prov ide the closest. area of this type to Omaha and 
Lincoln for this type of fishing it could be expected to draw a sub- 
stantial portion of its fishermen from these cities as well as from 
neighboring States. 

The project would also increase waterfowl hunting substantially, 
The Platte River has always been an imports int. waterfowl area and 
is noted for its waterfowl hunting. There are presently about 4 
duckblinds per mile along the Platte River between Overton and 
Columbus and it is estimated that about 4,000 hunters now use this 
reach of the Platte for most of their waterfowl hunting. The Grand 
Island Post Office alone sells an average of 1,300 duck stamps each 
season. 

In recent years the river in this area has been dry well into the 
hunting season and the number of waterfowl using the area in the 
fall has declined. The project would provide a permanent water 


supply in its reservoir and could be expected to attract a great many | 


more waterfowl. This would greatly increase the present hunting 
opportunities. 

By providing an essential seement of waterfowl! habitat in the “cen- 
tral flyway” (a band of States from Montana and North Dakota 
extending southward to include Texas and New Mexico), the project 
would increase the number of waterfowl which the flyway could sup- 
port. This would provide additional waterfowl] hunting not only in 
Nebraska but in the other States along the migration routes of these 
birds as well. 

This project would represent a step toward meeting the rapidly 
growing demand by the American public for outdoor recreational 
opportunities. The numbers of fishermen and hunters in the Nation 
are Increasing at a rate far faster than the general population, At 
the same time, this interest in fishing and hunting is increasing, nat- 
ural water and land habitat for fish and wildlife is being destroyed 
or altered at a rapid rate by the expanding population and economy. 
Since many water-resource projects damage fish and wildlife re- 
sources or at best. maintain the status quo, it is import: int that proj- 
ects such as Mid-State which offer unusual opportunities for fish and 
wildlife improvement be developed for this purpose as well as for 
irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and navigation. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement and, with your per 
mission, I would like to address myself now to some of the questions 
that were raised by you at the beginning of the hearing. 

Senator Anprerson. All right. 

Mr. McBroom. I would like to divide this into two parts, 
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In the first. place, 1 would like to discuss the manner in which we 
approach the benefits on this project and all other water resources 
prapects. of a : 

Point 1 is that we utilize uniform procedures on all projects. It is 
true that these uniform procedures are based in the final analysis on 
the judgment of our people and this is emphasized in the letter from 
the Secretary of the Interior to the chairman of the Hlouse Commit- 
tee, dated November 9, 1959, which I believe is in this record in which 
the Secretary points out that in the measurement of benefits for all 
functions of water-resource projects the reliance must be placed on 
determination by experts and specialists in the field of irrigation, 
flood control, hydroelectric power, navigation, and fish and wildlife, 
and all other purposes served by water-resource projects. So that, in 
that category, Mr. Chairman, as the Secretary has said, our evaluation 
of benefits is a judgment benefit the same as all evaluations. 

Senator ANDERSON. You compare this to the upper Colorado stor- 
age project. Let me point out that one school section in New Mexico 
near the Navajo Dam seemed to belong to the State and the State 
land commissioner offered it for sale. The offering of this section 
stimulated a lot of interest and, prior to the sale by the State, the 
Federal Government intervened and demanded that the section be 
withdrawn, so that the Federal Government could handle the leasing of 
cabin sites and boat concessions, and things of that nature. But if 
people stood ready to pay $150, $175, and maybe $200 an acre for land 
that would be three-fourths covered by water in one section, it would 
seem to me that the recreation values in the whole upper Colorado 
storage project would be a little larger even than in this area whereas 
they are only a tiny fraction of it. 

If you treat them all in a uniform fashion, how did you come out 
with that low result ? 

Mr. McBroom. You can put it on the other hand that they are poor 
in natural opportunities and your State and others in the Rocky 
Mountain States are rich and this is a function of how we evaluate 
the benefits. 

We try to estimate the number of uses which will be stimulated by 
the construction of a project. 

The Plains States have very little opportunity for people to hunt 
and fish in relation with water whereas in the Rocky Mountain States 
generally there is a great deal more natural opportunity and new 
projects would be faced with a competition from natural areas and 
perhaps get somewhat lesser usage. 

However, I think Mr. Dominy has pointed out, in answer to your 
question of him, that the story is not yet told by any means on fish 
and wildlife allocations in the Colorado storage project. Only recon- 
naissance information was available on the fish and wildlife values 
there when the project was authorized. Studies are continuing and, 
as he said, the Secretary has authority from time to time to make 
different allocations and certainly to increase them. But, Mr. Chair- 
man, I think perhaps some of these questions might answer them- 
slves, if I may proceed through these other points. 

I have said that we attempt to approach these matters on benefit 
evaluations, which I am speaking about now, not cost allocations, 
on uniform procedures throughout the country. 
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There is no general rule formula on the evaluation of benefits whieh 
we can apply to all projects because every project is likely to be 
different or even unique in this —— 

On some projects there may be no benefits at all as we see it, 
because the project will damage fish and wildlife resources to q 
greater extent than it will improve them. 

I have mentioned even in this project that there is a slight damage 
to the upland game resource which we have deducted from the other 
benefits. 

On another project which has been before this committee recently, 
the Burns Creek project, there were no benefits assigned there. 

In still other projects, as I have just indicated, there will be many 
other opport unities for fishing and hunting in the area of the project 
and, since the evaluation of these benefits is a function of human use 
of the area for fish and wildlife, the benefits in that case would be 
less under this system than in the Mid-State area where there are 
very few opportunities in nature for fishing and hunting. 

From these points, I think it will be clear, Mr. C hairman, that 
there is no general relationship between size and cost of a project 
and the fish and wildlife benefits. 

A large and expensive project may have no fish and wildlife bene- 
fits at all. On the other hand, a project that is moderate in size and 
in cost may have substantial fish and wildlife benefits. There is no 
general formula that can be utilized. 

Now, if I may, I would like to proceed to the question of cost 
allocations. 

First. of all, I would like to observe that the allocation of cost is 
done wholly by the construction agence ys in this case the Bureau of 
Reclamation. "The Fish and Wildlife Service have nothing whatso- 
ever to do with the development of the allocation to cost on the Mid. 
State project. 

Senator Anperson. Does that refer to this figure that we have been 
dealing with? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. Our role in that cost allocation was 
simply to provide the estimate of annual benefits which I have 
described. 

Senator ANpDERsON. $380,000 ? 

Mr. McBroom. $380,000. 

Senator Anperson. They translate that. back into the $12 million! 

Mr. McBroom. The $10,800,000, I believe it. was. 

Despite the fact this is handled wholly by the Bureau of Reela- 
mation, I would like to make a few observations if I may as to how 
it is done by them. 

Under the comparable cost: remaining benefit, the cost allocation 
to fish and wildlife depends in very large part on the relationship 
of those annual fish and wildlife benefits to the sum total of all 
benefits to all purposes. Consequently, the benefits to fish and wild- 
life do not bear any straight-line relationship to the cost allocations 
to fish and wildlife. 

What seems to be a large figure for fish and wildlife benefits may 
result in what seems to be a small figure for fish and wildlife alloca- 
tions, and vice versa. 
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To repeat, it depends upon the relationship of the fish and wild- 
life benefits to the tot al of all benefits in very large part. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on the point raised 
by the Bureau of the Budget suggesting that only specific costs 
rather than joint costs be allocated to fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Dominy has pointed out that the realization of these benefits 
depends wholly on the existence of this fine system of reservoirs in 
he foothills. “Without that there could be no benefits and, further- 
more, the allocation of joint costs as opposed to specific costs is spe- 
cifically contemplated by section 2(f) of the Fish and Wildlife 
a Act. 

The Secretary, of course, has authority in section 2(d) of that act, 
and has had since 1946, to make allocations of wi costs on 
reclamation projects to fish and wildlife. 

Senator ANperson. Then once you determined that it was $380,000, 
it was the responsibility of the Bureau of Reclamation to translate 
that into the figure that you say is $10 million ? 

Mr. McBroom. $10,800,000. That is entirely a matter handled by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. We have nothing to do with the alloca- 
tion of the costs. 

Senator Anprerson. Let us go back to Mr. Dominy and have you 
translate. 

How do you get from $380,000 to $10, 800,000 ? 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Harley can give you the process that we have 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Harley, will you put that in the record 
at this point? How do you go from $380,000 which Fish and Wild- 
life certified to a chunk of the construction costs running $10 million- 
lus ? 

Mr. Dominy. Do you want that orally now ? 

Senator ANpErson. I want it now. 

Mr. Hartey. $10,562,000 is the total allocated cost. 

Senator Anprerson. How do you get that from $380,000? 

Mr. Hartry. That is made up of two components. This total 
which I indicated is made up of $2 million of specific fish and wildlife 
costs. 

Senator AnpEerson. Which in itself, according to this statement, is 
$144 million for wildlife refuge land acquisition in development and 
$500,000 for minor project modifications relating to fish and wildlife, 
that is $2 million of it. 

Mr. Hartry. That is correct; and the balance, of $8,562,000, is the 
ee share of all joint costs which are assignable to fish and wild- 
ife in consideration of the relation of those benefits to all benefits of 
the project, 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to find out how you get that figure. 
Could it not just as well have been $40 million or $4 million ? 

Mr. Hartey. We do have, Senator Anderson, a set procedure of 
going from benefits. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I want to get to because we hear 

it referred to as the remaining benefits, which is the answer that 
Stor er remains or needs to be met is assigned to fish and wildlife. 
That is the remaining benefits idea ? 
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Mr. Harter. Do you have the blue book in your hand there, 
Senator Anderson ‘ 

Senator Anperson. No; I do not suppose I have the blue book. 

Mr. Haruey. I think if we could look at this for just a moment, 
you could see very quickly on page 12 just how this comes about, 

There is an illustration there which is a horizontal table. 

Senator Anperson. All right. Go ahead. I will be there. 

Mr. Hartey. The first thing that we do in this procedure is to 
capitalize the annual benefits for each of the purposes, and you see 
that across line 1. 

Senator Anperson. Yes; I do. 

Mr. Harter. Secondly, we determine the alternative costs of single. 
purpose facilities that will provide these same benefits; that is, not 
those in the project but any other alternate which we might find. 

You will find that listed as alternative costs. 

The third thing that we do is determine the justifiable expenditure, 
We compare the maximum expenditure that the benefits would per- 
mit us to make and the alternative cost, and then the lesser of those 
two is used as a measuring stick against which we must make our 
final determination. 

Our next step shown under the entry of separable costs is to add 
together the project cost, the interest during construction, and the 
capitalized operation, maintenance, and replacement. We deduct that 
total from the justifiable expenditure. 

That gives us what we call the remaining justifiable expenditure, 
We distribute that remainder among these several functions—irriga- 
tion, flood control, fish and wildlife, recreation, and deferred commer- 
cial power. 

Some of the answers happen to be zero in this particular illustra- 
tion. 

Then we take the remaining joint costs, which are the total costs 
less the separable costs, and we distribute those joint costs on the basis 
of percentages as you see, 68 percent for irrigation, 10 percent for 
flood control, 21 percent for fish and wildlife. 

Senator ANpEerson. How did you get 21 percent? Why could it not 
have been 41 percent or 11 percent or 1 percent ? 

Mr. Hartey. The line just above it, Senator, is the remaining justi- 
fiable expenditure after we have taken the separable costs away from 
the total justifiable expenditure. That gave us the figures of $36,771 
and 5,591 and 11,566, and we merely take the proportion that each of 
those is of the total $53,928 and redistribute the remaining joint cost 
on the basis of those same percentages. 

Senator Anprrson. That is what I say. As soon as you find out 
what is left, you then assign to fish and wildlife what remains? 

Mr. Hartey. Only its proper proportion under that formula. 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Anderson, the first line on the table is capitalized 
benefits. The way we got the capitalized benefits for fish and wildlife 
was to take those annual benefits that Mr. McBroom furnished to us 
just as we did for irrigation. 

Senator Anprerson. Can you then tell me how $380,000 becomes 
$13,932,000? That is what I need to know. 

Mr. Harvey. That is the capitalization of the annual benefit for 100 
years. 
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Senator Anperson. This is going to be paid out in 40 years. 

Mr. Hartey. But we make our analysis on a basis of a hundred 
years or fifty. 

" Senator Anperson. Then why do you not make the irrigation on the 
basis of 100 years # 

Mr. Hartey. We do. 

Mr. Domriny. For allocation purposes we do. 

Mr. Hartey. We have to put them on an equivalent basis. Then 
to carry this analysis one step further, we take that distribution of 
joint costs and add it to the separable costs that we had in an earlier 
line and the two together represent the total allocated costs to that 
function. It is a complicated process. It bothers us a little, too, but 
that is the process that we follow. 

Having tossed all of these benefits and costs into the allocation 
rocedure, they just come out where they do. 

Senator Anperson. Now then, take this $13,932,000 and show me 
how, by applying that to a 100-year basis, you come from $380,000 
to that. What figure do you use for that? How do you translate 
that ? 

Mr. Hariey. The factor of converting that—this is an annuity that 
accrues over a period of 100 years—is to use the factor 36.614. When 
you multiply that times $380,000, it will give you $13,932,000. It is 
an annuity which, accumulated over a hundred years, would represent 
that total ultimate value. Each purpose is treated in a like manner, 
the irrigation, flood control, and the other purposes. It, in effect, says 
Senator Anderson, that the first year of benefit will be there the longest 
and the last year will only be there 1 year of the 100 years, and that 
is why, instead of using a straight multiplication, we use this capitali- 
zation formula. 

Senator Anperson. Do you charge any interest on that ? 

Mr. Harter. We use an interest factor in the computation. They 
are based on certain rates of interest; is that not right ? 

Mr. Wuirer. I believe it is ordinarily a 214 percent capitalization 
factor. Each annual value is discounted back to the present at 21% 
percent. 

Senator Anperson. If you capitalized it at 4 percent, what would 
happen ? 

fr. Wuire. You get a different result. 

Mr. Harter. However, they would all be treated alike. 

Mr. Wuire. It would not affect the proportion. That would be the 
same at 4 percent. 

Mr. McBroom. I might say this, Senator Anderson. When the 
benefit figure was provided by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- 
life on an annual basis, there was no knowledge whatsoever in our 
Bureau as to what the cost of the project was. This was provided 
during the planning stage. 

Senator ANpERSON. It came out very well, though, did it not ? 

Mr. McBroom. I guess the Budget Bureau does not think it came 
out very well, and some others, but I just wanted to put that before 
you that the evaluation of benefits was made in advance of any knowl- 
edge of the total project costs. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. You have fur trapping. As a matter of fact, 
there has been no fur trapping on the Platte River in a good long time, 
has there, of any size? 
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Mr. Wuirr. I believe there is some there at present. 

Senator ANperson. How much? 

Mr. Wurre. Mink, muskrat, beaver, and raccoon. 

Senator Anperson. How much mink has been trapped along the 
Platte River in the last few years? Have there been any beaver 
trapped in the last year / 

Mr. Wurre. There must be more than that. 

Mr. Sravsrrz (KE. H. Staubitz, Nebraska Mid-State Association), 
We have one irrigation outfit there that has closed their canals be- 

sause the main supply canal is perforated with beaver. 

Senator Anperson. They trap not for the purpose of recreation 
but for the purpose of preservation of the irrigation system. You 
put it in the wrong column. If you juggle these figures around, 
pretty soon you will get a benefit bee ‘ause people drive by to look. 

Mr. Wurrr. Senator Anderson, the income from the tr: upping is 
$10,400 a year. We expect it to increase to $22,000. It is the stabili- 
zation of the water supply pretty much which increases the benefits, 

The muskrat and mimk and beaver go along with the stable water 
conditions. 

Senator Anperson. I think we will go on to the Corps of Engineers, 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. JAMES A. VIVIAN, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
OF ENGINEERS, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT C. THOMPSON, PROJ. 
ECT DEVELOPMENT BRANCH, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY 


Colonel Vivian. My name is Lt. Col. James A. Vivian, of the Of- 
fice of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army. 

I have with me Mr. R. C. Thompson, of our Project Development 
Branch. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement and, to the best of 
my knowledge, the Bureau of the Budget has not acted on the De- 
partment’s report on S. 2640. However, I have a copy of the pre 
pared letter which was forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget, if 
the chairman would like me to read it. 

Senator Anperson. Yes: I would. 

Colonel Vivian. Actually, sir, our comments are basically the same 
as heretofore, except. that we now state that the committee may wish 
to consider application of the uniform cost-sharing principles con- 
tained in S. 2060. 

The letter follows. It is dated June 1, 1960. It is addressed to 
Hon. James E. Murray, chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, U.S. Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 2640, 86th Congress, a bill to provide 
for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basia 
project. 

This bill would modify the Missouri River Basin project authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 891), as amended, 
to include the Nebraska Mid-State unit for the purposes of irrigation, flood 
control, fish and wildlife, and power. The unit would consist of a diversion 
dam on the Platte River, a main supply canal, an interconnected reservoir 
system, hydroelectric power facilities, floodways, and related facilities. Al 
though the bill is not specific as to the Federal agency which would be charged 
with construction, it is presumed that it is intended to vest the authorization 
therefor in the Secretary of the Interior. 
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In a letter of April 28, 1959, to your committee commenting with respect to 
an earlier bill, S. 1259, which would have authorized a Federal contribution to 
the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District of a sum equal to that portion 
of the cost of the project which the Secretary of the Interior determined to be 




















































the itably allocable to flood control, this Department recommended that the bill 
equitably eee ; 
ver | should provide for the economic justification of the project cost allocated to flood 
control. An economic evaluation of the overall project has been prepared by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which indicates economic justification of the flood- 
control features. 
mM), Should the committee decide to proceed with S. 2640, it is recommended that 
be- the committee consider inclusion of a local-cost-sharing provision. Under cur- 
rent policy for Federal flood-control projects constructed by this Department, 

. such local cost sharing is provided in accordance with section 3 of the Flood 
tion Control Act of 1936, whereby local interests are required, for levees and channel 
Yo improvements, to (a) provide lands (including utility and highway relocations), 

iH impr’ ; 7 
hold and save the United States free from damages, and (¢) maintain the 
ind, | (9) : : : ; 
’ ject works. The committee may also wish to give consideration to applica- 
k proje ee 4 - ; 

- tion of the cost-sharing principles which would be provided by another pending 
“18 | pill, 8S. 2060, proposed legislation which would meet the objectives of the Presi- 
bili. | dent’s recommendation for enactment of legislation to establish uniform cost- 
fits, | sharing standards for flood control. 

Cae bject to the foregoing suggestions, the Department of the Army has no ob- 
ater | , Sub) 
7 jection to enactment of S. 2640. 
ers, Senator ANpERSoN. You do recommend, then, that certain costs be 
assumed by the local people ? 
‘ y - rane ar Ta 
TEF Colonel Vintan. Yes, sir. We do. 
RO] Senator Anperson. That is about 25 percent of the flood control 
allocation. 
AMY Colonel Vivian. About 25 percent is in the right range; yes, sir. 
Of Senator ANpERsoN. Thank you, Colonel. 
“| Colonel Vivian. Thank you, sir. 
Senator ANpERsoN. Mr. Johnson. 
nent 
t of STATEMENT OF ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, KEARNEY, NEBR., PRESI- 
5 

De. DENT, NEBRASKA MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT 
a Mr. JouNnson. My name is Arthur C. Johnson of Kearney, Nebr. 
“+H | As president, and in behalf of the directors of the Nebraska Mid- 

State Reclamation District, and its citizens, I wish to substantiate the 
need and our firm determination to proceed with plans for the 
Si - > . 
: ‘ch Nebraska Mid-State project. 
a The project is a multiple-purpose project. consisting of irrigation, 

Col | food control, fish and wildlife, recreation, and hydroelectric power 
re features. The irrigation features will provide a water supply for 
wilde surface irrigation, and also provide for the replenishment and stabili- 
wi | ation of ground waters throughout the project area in central 

Nebraska. In terms of irrigation, specifically, the project will make 
of the | surface water available to 96,000 acres of land presently irrigated 
Sa from private wells and to 44,000 acres of land now dry land farmed. 

7 Further, it will replenish and stabilize the ground-water supply for 
yy the | additional 163,000 acres of presently irrigated district. lands which 
ended, | are expected to remain under private pumping. To these ends we 
Be vek immediate authorization and construction as a unit of the Mis- 
ervoit | Url River Basin project. 

» Al | The 96,000 acres of land that is now being served by private wells 
arged | willnow have an assessment of about $9 an acres. 
zation . 


Senator ANprrson. Do the farmers that you represent want to 
take on that burden ? 
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Mr. Jounson. That is right. 

Senator ANpERsON. They now operate pumps? 

Mr. Jounson. They operate pumps. 

Senator Anprrson. What are they going to do with their pumps! 

Mr. Jonnson. Well, what is happening is that the ground-wate 
supply is deteriorating and their pumps will not supply enough water 
for their acreage. 

Senator Anperson. While this ground water was deteriorating, wa; 
there any effort made to establish control over the pumping / 















































Mr. Jonnson. There has been an effort made; yes, sir. ret 

Senator ANprerson. What is the result of that effort ? ma 

Mr. Jounson. The spacing of wells. That is as far as we hay] af 
gotten in the last legislature. of 

Senator Anperson. Is there a limit on the size of the well ? fin 

Mr. Jounson. No, sir. pr 

Senator Anperson. What does the spacing accomplish ? Fil 

Mr. Jounson. 600 feet. Ses 

Senator Anperson. What sort of fuel do you use in the pumping! | ¢ol 

Mr. Jonson. Electric energy and, with the deeper wells, they us| | 
powerplants, some supplied by natural gas and others by gasoline anj| pr 
fuels. the 

Senator ANperson. How much lift? si01 

Mr. Jounson. That varies considerably. We havea shallow wate| 1 
table where the wells are from 60 to 75 feet in depth. T 

Senator Anperson. That is all you are lifting the water now? Mid 

Mr. Jonmnson. That is right. 7 

Senator Anperson. Proceed. rent 

Mr. Jonnson. Available to assist me in answering your question | mit 
are E. H. Staubitz, a former director and past president of our dis | eon 
trict; D. B. McOstrich, district engineer; and W. E. Trommer 
hausen, who appeared before this committee last year, representing 
R. W. Beck & Associates, consulting engineers, Columbus, Nebr,| izat 
which firm prepared our 1958 Mid-State project report. i 

We understand that this hearing is supplemental to the 1959 hearing} 4¢ , 
on our Mid-State project proposals and that the comprehensive state | j,i+ 
ments made on that occasion, as presented in your committee records} g_ 
provide the basic information and facts for your consideration of § 
2640, the present bill under consideration. 

Further, we believe that our statements at the 1959 hearing, together 
with the supporting statements of State officials and many organia-| J 
tions and individuals from our district, fully describe the purpose 0} Mid 
the Mid-State plan, the project works, their operation, and the mult] of 3 
purpose benefits that will be provided. Those same statements fully} Neb 
describe the need for our project and the justification for its con} jgat; 
struction. wer 

Our previous bill, S. 1529, prompted questions in the 1959 committe} jp 1 
hearings by members of the committee and Government officials con- proj 
cerning the precedents that this legislation would have established #8} jngt, 
contrasted with reclamation law. It became apparent, from this legit! it m 
lative hearing, that it would be advisable in the interest of early cot} app 
struction of the project for Mid-State to attempt to secure authoria| 459 
tion as a Federal project. been 

Accordingly, our directors, in July 1959, formally petitioned Cor} Ty 





gress to consider authorization as a unit of the Missouri River Basi 
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project and solicited the assistance, guidance, and advice of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to accomplish construction at the earliest possible 
date as a Federal project, and as closely as practical in accordance 
with the general plan and design of the district. To obtain this objec- 
tive, S. 2640 was introduced by Senators Carl Curtis and Roman 
Hruska and H.R. 8985 by Congressman D. McGinley late in the 1st 
gession of the 86th Congress. 

To satisfy inquiries by the House committee and stemming from its 
requests, the Secretary of the Interior, through the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, initiated, in November 1959, a review of the economics of the 
aforementioned Mid-State project. In January 1960, the Department 
of the Interior issued its evaluation statement as a revision of the 
fnancial analysis of the 1958 Mid-State report, and in support of the 

rovisions of S. 2640 and H.R. 8985. This report of Commissioner 
Floyd E. Dominy was approved by Secretary of Interior Fred A. 
Seaton and submitted, together with supporting comments, to your 
committee on April 20, 1960. Sonn 

Findings on economic and financial feasibility of the Mid-State 
project, as presented in the evaluation statement of the Department of 
the Interior, dated January 1960, will be explained by the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation, Floyd E. Dominy. 

In this evaluation statement is found the following (p. 3) : 

The basic plan for the Mid-State project is the same as that contained in the 
Mid-State project report dated April 1958. 

Therefore, the physical plan for project works and their operation 
remain unchanged from the detailed explanations given to this com- 
mittee by Mid-States’ consulting engineers in April 1959. In the 
conclusions (p. 21), the Commissioner of Reclamation states that— 
The Mid-State project report of 1958 and the evaluation in this statement ade- 


quately demonstrate project justification and feasibility for purposes of author- 
ization as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 


This evaluation statement was unanimously approved by our board 
of directors on May 9, 1960, and we urge its acceptance by this com- 
mittee and the Congress, as an appropriate supplement to the Mid- 
State project report. 


DISTRICT'S HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION 


The Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, sponsor of the 
Mid-State project, is organized under the Nebraska reclamation act 
of 1947. Formation of the district was approved by the State of 
Nebraska in February 1948. The legality of the formation and organ- 
wation of the district, and the powers of its elected board of directors, 
were upheld by unanimous decision of the Supreme Court of Nebraska 
in 1950. Under this act and prior to the delivery of water from the 
project works, the reclamation district may levy a 2-mil] tax and, in 
instances of deficiencies and impending defaults in contract payments, 
itmay levy a third mill. The right of the district to make levies was 
approved by the voters of the district in 1948 by a vote of 9,022 to 
4522, or a ratio of 2to 1. Accordingly, a tax levy of 1 mill or less has 

nmade since 1948 by the district for its purposes. 

The assessed valuation of real and personal property in the district 
(under Nebraska law) has increased from approximately $81 million 
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in 1948 to $124 million in the 1959 levy. Under these levies the tota| 


taxes collected by the district from 1948 to March 31, 1960, have beey | 


$843,564. 

Senator Anperson. Has the authority to levy a sax on real property 
for conservancy ever been tested in court in Nebraska 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Senator AnpEeRsoN. How far did it go? 

Mr. Jounson. To the Supreme Court. 

Senator Anperson. Was it a direct suit involving this question! 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. That is the answer to this. 

These funds, together with private subscriptions of individuals ang 
business firms of $180,000, from 1943-48, show local contributions for 
the project plans and reports exceeding $1 million since 1943. 

The district area consists of approximately 550,000 acres of land, 
most of which is under cultivation in Buffalo, Hall, and Merrick 
Counties, Nebr. An estimated 259,000 acres of croplands are now irti- 
gated by 5,000 irrigation wells. The total population of the district 
a pproximates 60,000. 

Senator Anprrson. It says the district includes 550,000 acres. We 
had a 300,000 figure. Where do you get the 550,000 figure ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. That is the total acreage in the district. That js 
the lands that are under cultivation in Buffalo, Hall, and Merrick 
Counties. 

Senator Anprerson. Where do you get the 300,000 figure? 

Mr. TromMersuavusen (W. E. Trommershausen, engineer, R. VW, 
eck & Associates). Arable acres, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Then the 500,000 figure is what ? 


] 


ww 


Mr. Jonnson. The district there consists of approximately 550,000 | 


acres of land, most of which is under cultivation in Buffalo, Hall, 
and Merrick Counties. 

Senator Anperson. If it is under cultivation, it is arable land, is 
it not ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. Most of it is. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. This is Mr. Dominy’s testimony : 

The available water is adequate to serve an irrigable area of 140,000 acres 
of the approximately 363,000 acres deemed arable within the district boundaries, 

That is what you mean when you say 550,000 with most of the area 
arable / 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, there are some lands within the district which 
are not arable. 

Senator Anperson. Is there anything in the bill which has been 
proposed that would require you to get contracts for the whole 140,00 
acres before the work starts if these farmers would agree to pay $9 
an acre for 40 or 50 years? 

Mr. Jounson. Could you answer that, Mr. Trommershausen ? 

Senator Anperson. You had better put your name in the record. 


Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. W. E. Trommershausen, partner of R. W. | 


Beck & Associates. 

In our original study concerning that question, we assumed that the 
Bureau of Reclamation would insist on contracts for a major portion 
before construction was started. 


Senator ANpERSON. Therefore, you would not worry if a requirement | 


of that nature was put in the bill. 
Proceed. 
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Mr. Jounson. The economy of our district area is based on agricul- 
tural production and related activities. Croplands presently produce 
corn, small grains, sugar beets, potatoes, soy beans, milo, alfalfa, and 
other hay. Since livestock feeding and dairying constitute primary 
farm operations, over 80 percent of the corn produced annually is 
fed locally. 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 


The Mid-State project was initiated nearly 20 years ago when local 
people employed Adolph F. Meyer, nationally known hydraulic and 
consulting engineer, Minneapolis, Minn., to make a preliminary report 
on project plans. After the initial surveys of project sites and office 
studies, the first set of project plans was completed in March 1944. 
Revisions and adjustments have been made over the intervening years 
to conform to Federal planning principles and to keep abreast of 
changing developments in the project area. 

As now proposed, the Mid-State project. will consist of (1) a diver- 
sion dam on the Platte River, (2) a 15-mile main supply canal, (3) a 
series of 23 interconnected reservoirs across ravines on the north side 
of the valley, (4) 4 potential hydroelectric powerplants with a capacity 
of 67,200 kilowatts of power, and (5) a distribution system and series 
of district wells for the irrigation of 140,000 acres of cropland. These 
facilities and their operation are fully described in the project report 
submitted previously to this committee. Collectively these facilities 
will provide as major benefits (1) irrigation, (2) replenishment and 
stabilization of the ground water supply for farms, cities, and indus- 
try, (3) flood control, (4) the production of hydroelectric power, (5) 
conservation of fish and wildlife, and (6) development of recreational 
facilities. 

IRRIGATION 


As previously stated the Mid-State project will supply surface irri- 
gation water directly to 140,000 acres of cropland in the district, in- 
cluding 96,000 acres presently irrigated from wells and 44,000 acres 
of dry-farmed land. 

Under a 1958 farm-to-farm survey the owners of 113,000 acres of 
land signed “letters of intent” to obtain project water service. It 
has been established that the water supply available from the Platte 
River to the Mid-State project is adequate. The Mid-State board is 
confident that contracts for service to the entire 140,000 acres for which 
there is an available water supply can be negotiated once the project 
is authorized. 

The Bureau of Reclamation report evaluates the total irrigation 
benefits to be in excess of $3 million annually. 

Senator Anperson. Now, may I go back to Mr. Dominy. 

If the reclamation benefits are $3 million annually and the fish and 
wildlife are $380,000 annually, will you now coordinate the amounts 
that are put in for reclamation and fish and wildlife? Are they com- 
parable? How much is the charge for irrigation and reclamation, $51 
million ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, the irrigation benefit: is roughly 10 times the 
benefits of fish and wildlife on an annual basis if you will refer again 
to that table we were speaking of a while ago / 

Senator Anperson. That is $10,800,000 for fish and wildlife and 10 
times that would be $100 million for irrigation and reclamation. 
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Mr. Domriny. That is right, and we show $113,833,000 in our capital. 
ized figure for benefits for allocation purposes. 

Senator AnpErson. They come out with a final figure of $10,800,000, 
What figure do you get for irrigation finally ? 

Mr. Dominy. The benefits for irrigation is the $113,833,000 over 
the 100-year period as compared to the benefits over a 100-year 
period for fish and wildlife of $13,932,000. 

In other words, we take the benefits for each and handle them 
exactly the same for comparative purposes in the allocation process, 

Senator AnpEerson. When you get through with the total allocated 
costs, $55 million is allocated to irrigation and $10,562,000 to fish and 
wildlife, is it not? 

Mr. Domrny. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Why should not the fish and wildlife be one. 
tenth of irrigation, roughly ? 

Mr. Domrny. It is a result of use of this separable costs and re- 
maining benefits procedure. 

Senator Anperson. You did not separate the costs in quite the 
same way. You do not get quite the same remaining benefit. That 
is what [ am trying to get to. You end up with a different figure, 
do you not? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, you get a variation because of the difference in 
alternative costs and justifiable expenditures. 

Senator Anperson. If they start out with benefits of $3 million a 
vear for irrigation and $380,000 for fish and wildlife, why should that 
same ratio not remain when you get to those total allocated costs! 

Mr. Dominy. When you compare justifiable expenditures for one 
with the other you can see the difference. The alternative costs are for 
a specific project to create the fish and wildlife benefits without irr: 
gation as compared with alternative costs for a project to create the 
irrigation benefits without the fish and wildlife. 

Senator Anprerson. Nobody would seriously contemplate building 
all these dams for just fish and wildlife without irrigation, would 
they ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir; but in the allocation process, this is one of 
the steps that we take in the separate costs remaining benefits theory 
of allocation. This is an accepted method of allocating costs on 
multiple-purpose projects. 

Senator Anperson. I know it. I am trying to find out if it is set 
up for the purpose of increasing fish and wildlife and _ recreation 
benefits for those projects that cannot make it by themselves for irr- 
gation. 

Mr. Dominy. I can give you, sir, an unqualified answer that it is | 
not so designed. 

Senator Anperson, Even though it works out that way ? 

Mr. Dominy. Well, I do not think it always works out that way. 

Senator Anperson. I just used some figures here to show you that | 
I think it does, but go ahead. | 


REPLENISHMENT OF GROUND WATER SUPPLY 


Mr. Jonnson. It is generally accepted that operation of the project | 
and its distribution of surface water to croplands will contribute to the 
stabilization and replenishment of ground water over the entire dis | 
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trict area, benefiting all irrigators, domestic water supply, as well as 
towns and cities and industrial water users. The number of irrigation 
wells in the district has increased from about 500 in 1930 to over 5,000 
in 1960. ‘This accelerated pumping has created critical conditions in 
many cases, particularly in the dry years of 1954-56, and, if allowed 
to continue without artificial replenishment, will have a serious eco- 
nomic effect on our present agricultural economy and could approach 
a calamity. Replenishment of the ground water supply can be ac- 
complished and the present economy sustained if works are built to 
regulate and clistribute the available surface waters. 

This benefit, resulting from ground water stabilization is included 
in the evaluation statement of the Bureau of Reclamation for total 
irrigation benefits. 

FLOOD CONTROL 


Following the disastrous 1947 flood on the Platte River and its tribu- 
taries Which resulted in damages within and outside of the district to 
property, both rural and urban, the Mid-State board requested the 
Corps of Engineers to undertake studies concerning the annual flood 
control benefits that could be achieved by the proposed Mid-State 
project. As the result of these studies the Corps of Engineers deter- 
mined that flood control benefits for the district and other areas out- 
side of the district would be $512,000 annually. 


HYDROELECTRIC POWER 


The project works include four potential proposed hydroelectric 
i ceplante, with reversible pump turbines to insure the production 
of firm power, each to have an installed capacity of 16,800 kilowatts. 
It is proposed that the output from one of the powerplants be used 
to meet the irrigation well-pumping requirements of the district and 
that it be considered as an irrigation feature. 

Construction of the three remaining plants will be deferred pending 
development of further powerloads in Nebraska. However, since 
these three plants will have the capabiity to produce in excess of 
50.000 kilowatts and 160 million kilowatt-hours of power to be used 
for peaking requirements, it would seem logical that this power po- 
tential not be foreclosed. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE AND RECREATION 


Interconnected reservoirs of the Mid-State project, with a combined 
water surface area of 25,000 acres, together with their shore areas, 
will provide important benefits to fish and wildlife, and for fishing, 
boating, swimming, other water sports, and hunting. The inclusion of 
minimum basic structures and other recreational facilities at certain 
adaptable reservoir areas, as proposed by the Nebraska State Game, 
Forestation and Parks Commission, and the National Park Service, 
will provide these benefits not only to the citizens of the local area, 
but to those of eastern Nebraska and to the ever-increasing number of 
vacationing tourists of Eastern and Western States who now use 
US. Highway 30 and who will use the interstate highway now under 
construction through the Mid-State area. 
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The Interior Department, through its Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife, has evaluated the annual fish and wildlife benefits to 
be $380,500. In companion studies the National Park Service hag 
evaluated the annual recreation benefits to be $480,000. 


SUMMARY 


Over the past 15 years, members of the Mid-State board of directors 
and its technical employees have made numerous trips to Washington, 
D.C., in an effort to develop a sound multipurpose project that would 
fully meet the requirements of the Congress and the executive agencies 
of the Federal Government. Much progress has been made and we 
are happy to have the full support and acceptance by the Bureau of 
Reclamation of our basic plan. 

We are lagging seriously in our efforts to solve the critical problems 
of declining water levels in our Mid-State area. Unless we proceed 
promptly with the development of our surface water supplies, we 
face mounting pumping costs and extensive losses to our well-irrigated 
acreage, with serious repercussions to our established economy. 

Following authorization, at least 3 to 4 years will be required to 
complete the detailed studies and the definite plan report mentioned 
by the Secretary of the Interior and to accomplish their prerequisites, 
Construction will require several years. Altogether this gives no 
promise of relief to the overdraft on our ground water reservoir short 
of the ealy 1970’s. With continued heavy pumping and more rapid 
drawdown of our ground water supply, our situation will become even 
more critical. 

We believe that the information supplied to this committee in sey- 
eral hearings has demonstrated that we diligently have sought au- 
thorization of our project. We are willing at all times to cooperate 
with the responsible Federal agencies involved. The record will also 
show that the district has excellent voter support, as indicated by the 
outcome of the special election in 1957, wherein the voters by a vote 
of 5 to 1 favored continuation of the district. We stand ready to 
accept the responsibilities associated with the development of our 
unit under Federal reclamation law as a unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. The Mid-State area has been a part of the Missouri 

River Basin project since enactment of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and we will work closely with the Congress and the interested agencies 
in completing our unit of that project. 

We respectfully submit that our unit has been thoroughly studied 
and discussed in congressional hearings. Our people have contributed 
a large amount of volunteer effort and have invested more than $1 
million of local funds in development of the project plan since 1943, 
We are continuing to expend moderate sums of local money in the 
refinement of the project plan in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. We believe that all prerequisites for authorization have 
been accomplished and urge your favorable consideration of S. 2640 
for authorization of the Nebraska Mid-State project as a unit of the 
Missouri Basin project under terms and conditions comparable to 
other Federal reclamation projects that have been authorized by the 
Congress in recent years. 

Thank you. 
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ries | STATEMENT OF W. E. TROMMERSHAUSEN, ENGINEER, R. W. BECK 
3 to & ASSOCIATES, COLUMBUS, NEBR. 
| 
7 Mr. TrommersHavusen. Mr. McOstrich and myself are engineers. 
We are available if you have questions. 
Senator AnpEerson. You do not put much stock in these remaining 
dams other than the one dam which has been mentioned as supplying 
tors | some power, do you? 
ton, Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, the situation with respect to the three 
uld | commercial powersites is covered in considerable detail in our project 
cles | report. : 
Wwe The problem that we were faced with before this became a Federal 
1 of | project was finding a power market in the Missouri Basin in competi- 
tion with the power supply from the Missouri Basin system because 
ems | these are smaller units in the 16,000 kilowatt class and, as such, the 
ceed | unit costs of the small plant is higher than from the larger plant. 
We Senator AnpErRsON. Is there not a dam on the Missouri River that 
ated | is down fairly close to Columbus? 

Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, the nearest one is at Gavins Point on 
dto | the border between South Dakota and Nebraska, about 150 miles from 
med | this area. 
ites, Senator AnpErson. Could not that power be transported cheaper 
sno | than you can develop 6- or 7-mill power there ? 
hort Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Yes, sir, but the question will be when there 
apid | jgsan end of Missouri Basin power. 
evel Senator Anperson. When there is an end. It is not nearly appro- 

priated yet, is it ? 

sey- Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Sir, by 1963, the Missouri Basin power will 

au- | not take care of the requirements of the preference customers and 
rate | there will be a market for additional power. 

also Senator Anperson. They are transporting it clear across over into 
the | central Iowa, are they not, from the Missouri River? 
vote Mr. TROMMERSHAUSEN. Because central Iowa, sir, was considered 
v to | inthe marketing area and they received, as did all the other States, an 
our | allocation of the Missouri Basin power. 
tiver Senator Anperson. How about Illinois? Is it part of it? 
sour Mr. TRoMMERSHAUSEN. No, sir. 

1944 If I may try to help you, sir, the question of whether the remaining 
neies | three commercial powersites will be feasible and will bring in revenue 

will depend on the alternative costs of power when there is no addi- 

died | tional power available from the Federal system. Then you can meas- 
uted | ure these three Mid-State projects against alternative steam costs and 
n $l} additional evaluation studies will have to be made to determine 
1943, | whether those three additional powerplants should be built. 
1 the As Commissioner Dominy mentiond this morning, they propose to 
u of | make such studies. 
have Senator Anperson. All right. Is there anyone else who wishes to 
2640 | be heard ? ; 
f the Do you wish to make a statement, Mr. MeGinley ? 
le to 


y the 
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STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD F. McGINLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Representative McGinitey. Mr. Chairman, I believe that Mr. Line. 
weaver has already asked for the filing of my statement and I have 
nothing further to say except that we did have another supplemental 
hearing on this bill in our House committee yesterday and I think 
I am not too far wrong in saying that many of the technical prob. 
lems that faced us last year in the presentation of this matter as 
non-Federal joint venture project seemed to be resolved and that the 
main problem we will be considering is the resolution of the policy 
situation made by the Bureau of the Budget principally. , 

We desire to be alike and similar to and in conformity with other 
standard Federal reclamation projects. 

Senator Anperson. Well, if you do have additional comments on 
the Bureau of the Budget’s suggestion, I will be glad to have them 
put into the record as a subsequent time. 

If you have anything additional to add to what has already been 
developed, you can prepare that at your leisure and send it to us if 
you think we should have something else. 

Representative McGintry. I would be very glad to present a state- 
ment on my views of the Bureau of the Budget’s suggestion. 

I have made some study of it and I made a statement at some length 
vesterday in our own committee. 

Senator Anperson. If you would send us your statement we will 
put it in the record. 

Representative McGiniry. Thank you. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. DonaALp F. MCGINLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I thank the chairman for 
the courtesy extended in providing time in your crowded schedule for a sup 
plemental hearing on the proposed Mid-State project. Although you have had 
hearings previously on this matter in the 1st session of the 86th Congress, this 
present hearing is the first time your committee has had the opportunity to 
examine the Mid-State project as it is presented in 8S. 2640, namely as a full- 
fledged Federal reclamation project. 

Members will recall that this project proposal has been before you previously 
as a non-Federal or joint-venture project. After the hearings in the last session, 
it appeared that further progress in the non-Federal approach was likely to be 
very slow, and the present approach was adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, as sponsor of a companion bill in the other body, I want to 
emphasize my desire to see this proposed multipurpose reclamation project 
conform to all the normal standards and precedents of any other reclamation 
project in the Missouri Basin and the United States. Secondly, in the light of 
the urgent need for this project, I would earnestly ask the committee to press 
forward with all possible speed for advancing this project toward authorization. 

There are some policy problems posed by the Bureau of the Budget which, 
as you know, establish new precedents and must be resolved by congressional 
action. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that any departure from established standards and 
precedents, in the Mid-State bill could be considered discriminatory against 
Mid-State specifically, and this would set this project apart from other Federal 
reclamation projects and especially those in the Missouri River Basin project, 
which projects will continuously be compared one with another. 

The members will remember well the complexities of our main hearing last 
year and the number of difficult problems that were exposed. A great amount 
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of progress has been made and I think it is best symbolized by a comparison of 
the detailed and involved wording used in last year’s S. 1529, with the simplicity 
of S. 2640. 

The wording of the latter bill is simple because is has as its background and 
reference point the code of reclamation law that has been so carefully composed 
by past sessions of Congress. I urge that we stick to the established background 
of legislation for the Mid-State bill, rather than to throw into it confusing legis- 
lative language that would set new policy and mark this project as either specifi- 
cally favored or specifically restricted and thus different from other projects in 
the reclamation West. 

In any event, however, we must keep in perspective the purpose of this pro- 
posed legislation—to achieve early authorization of this project. I respect 
the wisdom of our legislative procedures and I offer these opinions simply for 


your consideration in approaching the manner by which the final authorization 
will best be accomplished. 


Senator ANperson. The committee will be in recess, subject to the 
call of the Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
subject to the call of the Chair.) 


XxX 





